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When the Roundtable first published the Block Grant Primer in February, 

1982, it was intended to alert our members and the community to dramatic 

funding decreases and programmatic changes i~ federally supported health and 

human services programs on the state level that would further erode the eco

nomic condition of Ohio and Cleveland, already weakened by increasing unemploy

ment and decreasing revenues. That report documented the impact of decreasing 

federal funds on primary health and human services programs as reflected in 
' Ohio state cuts in ~ti to Cuyahoga County and to Cleveland. It pointed out 

the ripple effects on Cleveland's economic development programs caused by 

layoffs of city and county employees and c~,1w11it.4.,1t 5€~\-tc..e reductions; de-

ferral of capital spending on needed infastructure improvements in sewers, 

water systems, and streets and bridges; and increased taxes, all of which would 

deter new economic growth and investment. 

Mayor Voinovich, in an interview concerning the Reagan Administration's 

"New Federalism: issued at the time of that Report statecj, 

/ "The economic condition of the country will have a major impact on 
\ this whole dialogue on New Federalism. If we have massive unemployment 
1 in this courttry--over 10%--no one is going to be talking about New Federalism. 

They are going to be worried about getting people back to work and they 
,aren't going to give a damn wheteher it is the federal, state or local 
government doing it." (Cleveland Press, Feb. 21, 1982) 

In our April 16, 1982 update, the Roundtable reported that, indeed, 

states were resisting a massive turnover of health and human services programs, 

and little action on New Federalism was {~~es~~l for fiscal year, 1983. On 

May 5, however, officials of the National Governor's Association announced 

that a tentative agreement had been reached with the White House fora frame

work for realigning Federal and State responsibilities for Welfare and Medi

caid. Cautioning that many details need to be worked out, Governor Richard 

A. Snelling of Vermon~ chairman of the group, reported that states might be 

willing to assume more responsibility for underwriting Aid to Families with 

Dependent Children, which assists more than 3.8 million families as the pri

mary welfare program, if Washington agreed to create a "safety net supplemental 

assistance fund" to help states cope with special problems such as high 

unemployment. The fund would alHo aid states having a high concentration of 

poor people but limited ability to generate revenue. The Governors also 

insisted in a repeal of the Federal law under which food stamp benefits are reduced 
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by thirty cents for each additional dollar of cash assistance or other income 

received by a poor family. This change was proposed by Governor Scott M. 

Matheson of Utah after he observed that a state would, in effectJbe penalized 

by the reduction in food stamp benefits if it· decided to raise welfare payments 

to residents. Department of Agriculture officials said that this change would 

add $3-4 billion to the cost of tfie food stamp program, currently operating 

on a budget of $10.3 billion. 

The compromise was characterized as tentative because the group was still 

awaiting the details of the proposed federal take-over of the Medicaid program. 

The states currently share the cost of welfare and Medicaid with Washington, 

and standards for Medicaid eligibility and extent of benefits vary widely 

among the states. The White House has yet to disclose how it would administer 

the Medicaid program. 

In the areas of block grants and federal funding, our April 16 update 

also reported that the Reagan Administration was pushing ahead to further con

solidate categorical programs into new block grants and turn these over to the 

states for administration, while, at the same time, further decreasing federal 

fundin~of these· and other health and human services grants. More recently, a 

Presidential advisory collllilittee has proposed the creation of a "housing payments 

program" in the already existing Community Development Block Grant to give local 

communities • a means to distribute direct cash payments to low-income families in 

the form of vouchers, a system which has been devised to· replace low-income 

housing construction programs. And locally, Mayor Voinovich received assurances 

on May 6 that Urban Development Action Grants would not be merged into the 

Conmrunity Development Block Grant. By keeping these grants seplrate and admin

istered at the federal level, Cleveland is likely to continue receiving its 

fair share in urban development grants, although the size of the grants them

selves will surely be reduced. 

On the National Level 

With the collapse of the bipartisan budget negotiations between Capitol 

Hill and the White Hours in late April, the task of putting together a FY 1983 

budget has fallen to the leaders and committees of Congress. Republicans and 

Democrats in both the House and Senate recognize that unless major savings are 

achieved, the FY 1983 deficit could reach $182 billion and continue to grow to 

$216 billion in FY' 84 and $233 billion in FY •·as. The leaders of both parties 
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have indicated that they are trying to find a budget formula to reduce the FY 

'83 deficit to about $110 billion; but the central issue lies in where the cuts 

should be made and whether a steady downward -trend can be achieved beyond that. 

The stakes are high·, not the leasff f thein being the strength and staying power 

of an economic recovery. Economists in and out of the Administration now ad

mit that high federal deficits tend to produce high interest rates anrl;in turn, 

high unemployment rates. The latter figure has reached a forty-year high 

of 9.4% (10 million unemployed), with Ohio reeling under a rate of 12.4%. 

The current leading Republican budget plan, developed by Senator Peter 

Domenici, chairman of the Senate Budget Committte, and endorsed by President 

Reagan, carries a deficit of $106.1 billion for FY'83, $70 billion for FY'84, 

and $42 billion for FY'85. It calls for a three year tax increase of $95 billion 

(thereby cancelling the third year of the income tax cut which was a center-

piece of tfie Administration's economic recovery plan), a $22 billion reduction 

in the proposed increase in military spending, and a three year freeze in 

nonmilitary discretionary programs · including education and health, for a sav

ings of $39 billion. Lastly, in addition to a reduction in social programs, 

a controversial $40 billion cut in Social Security benefits over tne next 

three years was proposed. 

Predic~ably, this compromise plan was assailed by the House Republicans 

and Democrats. House GOP Leader Bob Michel characterized the bill as'bnaccept

able" and promised to renew efforts to fashion an alternative budget. To this 

end, House Republican Leaders 6n May 12, urged that Social Security be re

moved altogether from the budget battle, thereby reaucing the FY'83 deficit 

proposed by the Senate by $10 billion and substantially reducing the over-

all size of the budget. President Reagan expressed his willingness to con-
5 .. --vv\.. ,{__ ~ 

sider this~, proposal during his May 13 news conference. Modeute-Republican 

Congressmen from the Northeast and Middle West, known as the •~psy ll>t'1s /' 

likewise rejected the Domenici-Reagan plan and re~ised an alternative FY '83 

budget that would make significantly deeper reductions in military spending, 

hold the line on some discretionary programs and increase others along FY'82 

guidelines, and increase revenues by $10 billion. More significantly, the ,, ,. 
Gypsy Moth plan rejects any changes in Social Security benefits. 



The Democratically-controlled House Budget Committee
1

as weli,,released 

an alternative budget on May 13._ This plan envisions a deficit of $102.9 

billion for FY'83, a $147 billion increase in new taxes: a $47 billion, three

year reduction in the Administration's planned increase in military spending~ 

and a freeze on discretionary programs, albeit less intrusive than the proposed 

Republican freeze. The House PaNel also reconnnended a $14 billion reduction 

in social programs, a figure of less than half of the amount called for by 

the Senate Committee. Finally, the Democratic plan leaves Social Security bene-

fits untouched. In spite of the plan's . purported viability, Democratic House 

Speaker Tip O'Neill conceded that neither party alone can pass any kind of budget

ary provisions in this volatile election year without bipartisan cooperation. An 

instance of this requisite unity surfaced on May 12 as the House of Representatives 

approved a supplemental spending bill that adds nearly $6 billion to this year's 

budget. The money was earmarked for student loans,mortgage subsidies and other 

government functions as part of a broader drive on Capitol Hill to provide im

mediate help to sectors of the economy that are sufferirig • severely from the 

recession. However, the bill faces critical questioning in the Senate and a 

possible veto from the White House. 

In all, Congress is being tested on its capacity to make what its members 

call the "hard decisions". At the present time, the basic proposals of the 

compromise Domenici-Reagan budget plan appear to have the best chance of passage, 

based on the administration's past successes. However, members of neither par

ty are anxious to lend their approval to a Budget that will have a detrimental 

impact on the . lives of their constituents, especially in an election year. It 
, 

is for this reason that Congressional passage of a budget package will almost 

certainly be postponed until after the primaries and quite possibly past the 

September 30 deadline. 

On the State-Level 

April saw Ohio's unemployment rate at its highest level since 1940, indeed 

exceeding that 10% level predicted by Mayor Voinovich to be the break point 

for New Federalism. Ohio's tax revenues declined precipitously, forcing the 

~overnors to implement further reductions in state health and human services 

expenditures. Both the Ohio House and Senate have now passed the Governor's 

proposal for increases in taxes and decreases in spending. 
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The House bill was passed on May 12, after a week of stalling by Democrats 

who successfully sought more Republican votes to assure a bipartisan label and 

head off a partisan campaign issue. The fol~owing are highlights in this 

budget package: 

~Imposes a 25% income tax surcharge for the years 1982 and 1983. Be
cause the surtax would be collected only from July 1, 1982 to June 30, 1983, 
the end o~ the budget period--collecting two year's tax in one year--the 
amount wiutield from paychecks would increase 50%. 

*Creates a higher income-tax level for people earning $80,000 a year or 
more. 

*Requites employable adult welfare recipients to work for cash assistance 
they get under general relief or Aid to Dependent Children. 

*Revises soft-drink excise taxes and applies them to soft drinks sold 
in bottles, cans, and at fountains through June 30, 1983. 

*Cuts most state spending 9% from July 1, .1982 to June 30, 1983. Edu
cation would be cut 5.58% and .JjI.fare 1%. Earmarks lottery, income tax and 
corporate taxes for schools, but does not increase aid if earmarked revenues 
exceed promised amounts. The Senate would have varying cuts in education 
and an 8% slash in welfare. 

*Increases the corporate franchise tax from 5.5 mills to 6 mills on 
net worth, from 4.6% to 5% on the first $25,000 of net income and from 8.7% 
to 9.5% on net income over $25,000. 

*Extends the temporary corporate and utility taxes enacted last year 
until June 30, 1983, the end of the current budget period. 

Agenda: Economic II scNp wt ,<e._Lo•'~ 

Cleveland's public-private partnership faces hard choices in the future. 

Mayor Voinovich pointed that out in his interview when he stated, 

"I think one of the grave errors that this city made over the years 
was · that when it fell upon bad times, (city officials) ignored planning 
and economic development. This is being penny wise and pound foolish. 
At a · time like this the most imporant hedge against. the terrible problems 
for the community is to have the tax dollars to respond to those problems. 

If the economy fails, then taxes fall. When its taxes fall, the services 
fall. And when the services fall, the people move out of their neighborhoods 
and the businesses move out of the connnunity." (Cleveland Press, February 
21, 1982). 
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l-!r. Nark Talisman 
227 Massachusetts Ave. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Dear Mark: 

June 4, 1982 

I thought you might like t.o see our Pr.ilner UJ;rlate. 
We interxi to do this evp..ry nonth. 

I lq,e you are feeling better. If thexe is any 
way that The Talple can oooperate in the Czech 
14lseun projec:t, I \«Xlld love us to be one of the 
plaoes it is displayed. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel Jerany Silver 

OOS:np 
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PRESENT 

S. C. Pace, Chairman 
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GREATER CLEVELAND ROUNDTABLE 

Board of Trustees 

Eaton Corporation - 27th Floor 

June 28, 1982 

MINUTES 

M. C. Arnold, D. G. Hill, C. F. Hoover, A. C. Holmes, 
A. R. Pinkney, B. P. Foster, C. M. Blair, K. B. Bonutti, 
W. H. Bryant, E. E. Cade, J. J. Dwyer, N. M. Ellison, 
J. Feliciano, R. McCullough, G. I. Meisel, A. M. Pilla, 
R. W. Pogue, D. V. Ragone, A. B. Ratner, A. P. Sanchez, 
L. H. Treadway, W. B. Waetjen, J.M. Whitley, and 
S.S. Austin. 

VIDEO TAPE OF MEETING - CHANNEL 8 

It was noted that Channel 8 was present to make a video tape of our meeting. 
The taping is part of a segment that is being done by Storer Broadcasting on the re
birth of cities. The program will involve six cities; Atlanta, Cleveland, Detroit, 
Milwaukee, San Diego, and Toledo. In addition to the video tape of the Board meeting, 
individual sessions have been held with several leaders from the community including 
Mr. Pace who talked about what_Cleveland is doing to revitalize itself. 

- &2► ..........,__ ,., 

-INTRODUCTION OF NEW MEMBERS 

George Meisel, Managing Partner of Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, was introduced and 
welcomed to the Board. 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION - ALLEN C. HOLMES 

The current primary activity of the Committee is participation in the selec-
tion process for a new superintendent of schools. This process has involved the 
development of criteria for the selection of .candidates and public meetings. The 
criteria have been delivered to the consultants. On July 16 the consultants will sub
mit their list of candidates. On July 23, interviews will begin with ten to twelve 
candidates. Three finalists will be selected from this group. It was stated that 
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one of the key issues is the extent to which the responsibility for running the school 
will be returned to the school board. It is the feeling of some persons that the 
Judge has recognized the reality of not being able to have a unitary structure with
out major changes. The school board's responsibilities need to be clearly defined to 
attract qualified candidates. 

David Mcclurkin and Joseph Tegreene will brief the Education Committee on the 
financial status of the school system at its meeting on July 1. It was stated that 
a levy probably would not be on the ballot this Fall. The situation will probably 
require a special election. The legislation which has been signed into law does 
provide additional support to the school system. The anticipated shortfall, there
fore, will be rectified. 

COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT & JOBS CREATION - ARNOLD R. PINKNEY 

The Minority Purchasing Trade Fair is scheduled to take place on July 22-23. 
The Trade Fair is a vehicle for bringing together majority and minority companies 
in a meaningful way. Mr. Pinkney requested the participation of those companies 
represented on the Roundtable's Board. He also requested that they invite their 
purchasing staff to participate. 

Youth Employment - Lyman H. Treadwat 

An analysis of the youth employment initiatives in the Cleveland area was pre
pared for the Youth Employment Committee. About SO agencies were identified. The 
report indicated that some agencies are doing effective jobs. However, there needs 
to be a more comprehensive study of their efforts to determine why some have been 
effective and others have not. The study could help the community make more effec
tive use of limited resources. 

The Youth Ernployment__committ-ee--h-as developed a plan to .provide sununer jobs. 
It is proposed that several o~ganizations would work together~ The purpose of the 
plan is to provide jobs for low=i-fteome youth and to assist neighporhood improve
ment efforts. Mr. Pace sfitee=that the program developed by Mr. Treadway and his , 
Committee was very positive. If has the potential to impact the yout~ unemployment 
situation in a major way. 

Because of time constraints, the Executive Committee determined that it would 
not be possible to implement the program this summer. It was recommended that we 
begin now to put the plan in place for 1983. It was reported that Steve Minter 
had recommended that the Youth Employment Committee make a site visit to New York 
to study the private sector efforts there. 

Steve Minter informed the Board that as a result of the Mayor's statement on 
stunrner jobs at the last Roundtable Board meeti_ng, the Cleveland Foundation has . 
allocated an additional $225,000 for summer employment. 

Mr. Ragone also added that Case Western Reserve University has expand~d its , 
minority engineering program to include 25 more students in response to the last : . , ,_, 1 • • 

Board meeting. Mr. Pace indicated that the Case Western Reserve program . wi 11 :add. . . : 
a new dimension in that it will provide some much needed ·skills to the participantis:. •··, • , i. 
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It was stated that CETA provided 8,000 jobs in 1981; 6,500 for 1982. It is 
uncertain as to what level of funding, if any, will be available from the federal 
government in 1983. 

It was noted that even though the major thrusts of the Committee efforts will 
be for 1983, it is still not too late for some private sector participation in 1982. 

Labor/Management Forum - Richard W. Pogue 

The Forum met on June 23. It was an excellent meeting and was well attended. 
Bradley Jones was welcomed as a new member of the Committee. Charles Pinzone, 
Executive Secretary of the Building Trades Council~ Thomas Kerr, President of the 
Industrial Construction Company, and Terry Donaley of the Industrial Construction 
Company made a presentation on the status and background of the collective bargaining 
negotiations in the construction industry in Cleveland. The current contract calls for 
a $2 increase per year for the next three years. 

The next meeting is scheduled for July 26 at which time there will be a presenta
tion by Peter J. Pestillo, Vice President, Labor-Relations Staff, Ford Motor Company, 
and Donald F. Ethlin, Vice President of UAW. The presentation will be on labor man
agement harmony initiatives. The August meeting will be devoted to developing speci
fic objectives and target areas for the future. 

The situation regarding the use of 32 young people on the Cleveland 500 project 
was noted. These were young people who were hired for $5 an hour. Union rates 
would have been $17. Initially there was some difficulty regarding this situation. 
It has since been resolved. 

It was stated that the Forum has helped to establish mutual respect and under
standing between labor and management because a lot of the groundwork has been laid 
to help bring this about. ·The ave tall goal of the Forum i's to establish a favorable 
labor-management environment ... _:.__ _ _ __ _ 

The situation regarding -B~oo~p~~~~ which may involve 10,000 jobs, was noted. It 
was stated that this is an extremely difficult issue for which there are no easy 
answers. 

COMMITTEE ON HOUSING & NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT - BRUCE FOSTER & ALBERT RATNER -
The fact sheet on the revenue bond issue was distributed to the Board and noted 

by Mr. Ratner. House Joint Resolution 14 passed the Ohio Senate on April 30, 1982. 
It is a proposed constitutional amendment which if passed would allow the state to 
issue tax-free bonds for the purchase or rehabilitation for single family houses and 
multi-family housing for senior citizens. The state would channel funds through the 
financial institutions by using low interest bonds to provide funds for banks, savings 
associations, mortgage companies and similar institutions. The issue will be on the 
ballot in November. 



• 

Board of Trustees Meeting 
June 28, 1982 
Page 4 

• • • 

Previously, the issue was defined as a low and moderate income housing issue 
which was not widely supported. A statewide campaign effort to pass the constitutional 
amendment is being spearheaded by the Ohio Association of Realtors. Mr. Ratner 
indicated that various organizations need to be mobilized to support the effort 
and that a media campaign needs to be launched. One of the greatest difficulties 
in the past has been the drafting of language for the ballot·. It is, therefore, 
very important that the right kind of language be developed. He informed the Board 
that this is a very important effort. 

The State Housing Board has only assisted with the development of 6,500 units. 
The current legislation should make the agency more effective. Should the amendment 
pass, the agency could go to the Ohio Legislature to obtain broader powers enabling 
it to become the state agency in charge of overseeing the implementations and opera
tion of the new program. Mr. Ratner informed the Board that the federal government 
is retreating totally from providing subsidy for housing. This responsibility is 
being passed to state governments. It is important to remember that this is a 
revenue issue. It is not a tax issue. It is a credit lending instrument, not a 
money lending instrument. 

The Roundtable has put together an excellent Task Force on Revenue Bonds. 
This is a real opportunity for us to show how we can mold the community together. 
The Mayor is also very concerned with this issue. The first meeting of the Task 
Force is scheduled for July 22. 

It was stated that the cities have often bypassed the states in previous years. 
We have complained about the amount of money that has gone to the federal government 
and that we have received back into Ohio only 75% of the tax dollars sent to 
Washington. We must, therefore, increase our efforts to work at the state level and 
recognize that Ohio will keep in Ohio 100% of each of its tax dollars. 

COMMITTEE ON RACE RELATIONS- ;.. ~~S-: AUSTIN • I t 

Final revisions have been-· maile on the general public and leadership questionnaires . . 
Interviews will begin the ·week- ef-July 5. The planning has been rather thorough, and 
Ms. Austin expressed appreciation to the members of the Race Relations Committee for 
their thoughtful input on the questionnaires and their support of this effort. 

BUDGET & FINANCE REPORT 

The Statement of Revenue and Expenses for the month was distributed. Revenue 
for the month - $39,274.09; Expenses for the month - $38,092.26; Total cash on hand 
as of June 24, 1982, - $197,054.85. Of this· amount, $105,000 - restricted; $92,054.85 
- unrestricted. 

We have received good cooperation with our fundraising efforts. However, we 
still have a shortfall of $43,065. All the original prospects have been exhausted. 
We need to get an expanded list. A Finance Committee meeting is scheduled for July 8. 
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Mr. Pace reminded the Board that we have a small staff. It was at the Board's 
direction that the staff of the organization be kept to a minimum. Therefore, the 
Roundtable cannot operate as other civic organizations with large staffs. He re
quested that the Board members provide as much assistance as possible so that the 
Executive Director's time can be applied to substantive matters. 

The members of the Board are representatives of organizations and constituents. 
It is, therefore, expected that the they share the views of their constituents and 
organizations with the Board, and will take actions of the Board back to their groups. 
This is extremely important in order to facilitate communication. 

Mr. Pace indicated that he wanted the Board meetings to be working sessions. He 
does not want to have meetings solely for the chairmen of the committees to make re
ports. The Board meetings should provide an opp0rtunity to explore and discuss the 
ideas and concepts presented. He, therefore, encouraged the members to share their 
thoughts with the Board. 

The meeting schedules for 1982 and 1983 were noted. The schedules have been 
submitted to all members of the Board. It was requested that the dates on the sched
ules be reserved in order to assure maximum participation. 

REMARKS BY DR. NOLEN M. ELLISON 

Dr. Ellison expressed appreciation to the individual members of the Board for 
their assistance on Issue 8. He said that it was important that Issue 8 passed. The 
college is placing emphasis on training and retraining. He has made a presentation to 
the Economic Development & Jobs Creation Committee. He feels the Roundtable does pro
vide an opportunity for helping to shape key questions regarding technology and training. 

NEW BUSINESS 

Appointment of Co-chairpersons 

John J. Dwyer ~as been appointed Co-chairman of the Economic Development & 
Jobs Creation Committee. Mr. Pace indicated that it is important that we have co
chairmen of all committees so that the workload can be shared. 

Retreat 

Mr. Pace indicated that we have been in existence for one year and we need to 
think about whether we need a retreat to review progress made to date and plans for 
the future. 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9 a.m. 

SSA:kek 

-+-"r---J../4CL 
arah S. Austin 

Executive Director 



Sarah S. Austin 
Executive Director 

The Greater Cleveland Roundtable 
Room 2041 

100 Erieview Plaza 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 

Rabbi Daniel J. Silver 
The Temple Branch 
26000 Shaker Boulevard 
Beachwood, Ohio 44122 

Dear Rabbi Silver: 

June 28, 1982 

We missed you at the Board meeting this morning. 

This is to let you know that George Meisel, the 
managing partner of Squires, Sander & Dempsey, has 
agreed to serve on your Committee. Would you like 
me to draft a note for your signature welcoming him 
to the Committee? 

Sincerely, 

A--L 
Sarah S. Austin 
Executive Director 

SSA:kek 

(216) 579-9980 



Ms. Sarah s. Austin 
Executive Director 
'lbe Greater Clevelarrl J:bundtable 
Beau 2041 
100 Erievia-1 Plaza 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 

Dear ~all: 

June 30, 1982 

Will you rlrite the letter to George J.'"£isel, \\ielccmiNJ 
h.ut1 to the Co:rmittee? I' 11 talk to you right after 
the roo.rtll. lbanks. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel Jerexr::1 Silver 

OOS:mp 
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E. Mandell de Windt 
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Melvin C. Arnold 
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Jackie Presser 

Secretary 
David G. Hill 
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M . Brock Weir 

Committee Chairmen 
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Reverend Otis Moss, Jr.: 
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Executive Director 
Sarah S. Austin 

Members 
Reverend Dr. Henry W. Andersen 
Claude Banks 
Leona Bevis 
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William H. Bryant 
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William Delancy 
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Dr. Nolen M . Ellison 
Jose Feliciano 
Council President George L. Forbes 
John A. Gelbach 
Martin Hughes 
William E. MacDonald 
Morton L. Mandel 
Rubie McCullough 
The Right Reverend Anthony M. Pilla 
Richard W. Pogue 
Albert B. Ratner 
Edward H . Richard 
Alfonso P. Sanchez 
Samuel Scovil 
Rabbi Daniel J . Silver 
Frank Valenta 
Mayor George V. Voinovich 
Dr. Walter B. Waetjen 
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Alton W. Whitehouse, Jr. 
James M . Whitley 
Dr. Willis Winn 
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ROOM 2041 100 ERIEVIEW PLAZA CLEVELAND, OHIO 44114 (216) 579-9980 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Board of Trustees 

FROM: Sarah S. Austi~ 

RE: July 26 Board Meeting 

DATE: July 22, 1982 

Enclosed is a copy of the minutes from the last 
Board of Trustees' meeting. I do hope you will 
be able to review prior to the next meeting 
scheduled for Monday, July 26, at 7:30 a.m. 

SSA:kek 

Enclosure 
,. 

• 

_,,. 
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FEDERATl()\J FOR COMMUNITY PLANNI~ 

Mrs. Sarah Austin, Director 
Greater Cleveland Roundtable 
100 Erieview Plaza 
Room 2041 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 

Dear Sarah, 

July 22, 1982 

As I mentioned to you on the phone, representatives from six major 
institutions in our co11111unity have been meeting to plan a briefing 
session with candidates for· Governor and the State Legislature from 
Cuyahoga County. These institutions are the Jewish C0111nunity Feder
ation, the Federation for Catholic Comnunity Services and the Co11111ission 
for Catholic Comnunity Action (representing the Catholic Diocese of 
Cleveland}, United Way Services, the Greater Cleveland Interchurch Council, and the Federation for Conmunity Planning. 

We would like to invite you to participate in_planning and co-sponsori~g the candidates' briefing session which is tentatively set for7'1onday, 
September 13, 1982. Our next planning meeting will be Tuesday, August 
3, 1982, at 8:30 a.m., Conmunity Services Building, 1001 Huron Road, Room 300. 

The purpose of the briefing session is to develop a sensitivity and 
awareness among the candidates about education, health, and human ser
vice issues. The session will be an educational forum where the citizen and volunteer leadership of the sponsoring organizations will present · 
major facts on Ohio's fina*~ situation and spending for education, health, and human services s I meotioned to you earlier, Rabbi Daniel Silver has been suggested as one of the presenters. 

I am attaching a list of propositions or conclusions that the planning 
group prepared at its last meeting. These propositions are stated in 
broad terms and will provide a basis for the presentations. They also 
will be the basis for a "Candidates•· Briefing Book" that will contain 
supporting documentation. 

Much planning needs to be done within the next two to three weeks. The 
program must be finalized, the speakers lined up, and the candidates 
contacted. 

We view this as a rare opportunity during election time for the major 
institutions in our conmunity with an interest in health, education, ·and 

~~ -lHl FlDlRA TION FOR COMMUNITY PLANNINC ,~ an a,.sociation of citizens and more than 200 he.ilth, ,odal ~vice and tivi< organizations. Its stated miuton is to provide citllen-led action researt h and planning in health .ind )OC ,al s~rvices and other human needs of the GrHter Cleveland community . founded rn 1913. A United Way Agency . 
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human services to join together and to share our views with candidates for state office. We hope that you will join us 1n planning and cosponsoring this important session. 

I hope to see you on August 3rd. 

RB/cm 
Enclosure 

Ralph Brody 
·Executive Director 
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July 23, 1982 

Rabbi Daniel J. Silver 
Greater Cleveland Roundtable 
100 Erieview Plaza - Room 2041 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 

Dear Rabbi Silver: 

I was very pleased at Stan Pace's invitation to serve on 
the State Liaison Committee of which you are the Chairman. 

~1 shall do my best to be of assistance to the CoDDDittee 
and .. . look forward to reviewing the staff document which 
is being prepared. 

GIM:gle 

·Jul 2 9 1982 

~.t,_J;,.., f~/d'~ d'tf?.tf'StJtJ 
~ ·,,,, .. ~ . ~·· li:w6" ...T,...,9' • ., 

9'"°• .Ptl'S-d'd'/ 
sr.,... / r-'/d'/ d'tl'?-tl'??? 
9"~,. ., ,~/d'/ d'tf'?- tf?tf'(J 

9Ufd ~..I.#~ 
687-8554 
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COUNTY INFORMATION AND DATA . SERVICE 

Si NORTri HIGH STREET • SUITE 501 • COLUMBUS, OHIO 43215 • 614/221-5627 
A. R. MASLAR. EXECUTN& DIRECTOR 

PUBLISHED WEEKLY BY COUNTY COMMISSIONER~ ASSOC1A TION OF OHIO 

JULY 236 1982 CCAO REVISES BLOCK GRANT PROPOSALS 
&lock Grant News I 7 of January 29,· 1982 contained a conceptual outline tor county optional 
bealtb and buman service block1ra.at legislation. This proposal baa under1one bearings before 
tbe Joint Legislative CoD1Dittee on Federal Funds and bas also been discussed witb numeroua 
otber interested croups. 

To say the least, there bas been manr concerns about our recommended approach. It became 
clear that modifications would be necessary if tbere was to be any chance for adoption by 
tbe General Assembly. 

CCAO bas thus been working with a variety of croups in a.a effort to develop a proposal tbat 
would obtain more support or less opposition. In·April a second draft waa prepared and we 
bave just completed a third and (bopefully) final draft. Following is a SUlllllary of the 
third draft which still must receive formal approval by tbe CCAO Board of Trustees. Comments 
are encouraged. 

OBJECTIVE 

To permit boards of county commissioners and cities to oversee tbe plannin1, coordination, ac!min
istration, implementation and evaluation of tbe health and bWD&D aervice block sraota. 

Sucb a plan would enable local officials to: 

1. Eliminate overlappinc and duplicatinc prop-ams and unneceaaary administrative coats. 

2. Streamline and provide for more efficient delrter, of services. 

3. Encourace tbe sbarinc of information and decision-makinc between tbe public and private 
sectors. 

4. Implement local coa:nmity self-determination of vital procrama and services. 

Such a plan would insure, in a time of reduced federal dollars, tbat diverse and unique COIIIINDity 
priorities are addressed, •bile avoid1nc costly a.ad unnecessary duplication of effort. 

ELIGIBILITY 

Eli1ibility would be open to any county currently serviced' by single agency delivery systems in 
tbe bealtb and buman services areas (i.e., sincle county 648 boards and/or CAP a1encies). 

Fou counties currently being served by multi-coun~y 648 boards and/or CAP agencies the State 
would provide small, first year incentive planning crants to interested boards of county coD1Dis
a1oners to study resolving the boundary and service delivery issues, witb input from tbe affected 
a1encies. The State would approve such plans, if otfered the second year and thereafter, on a 
case-by-case basis. 

All other counties would simplJ ■antain ex1st1nc relationships witb tbe State. 

JOINT CITY/COUNTY VENTURES 

Prior to signing a "letter of intent." . to apply for tbe block crants, a board of county commis
sioners would be required to approacb tbe city in tbat county in wbicb tbe larcest expend1ture 
of bealth acd human service block 1rants is beiDI spent. The citJ would bave tbree option£ • 

. W1tb1n forty-five days, 1t could: • 

1. Approve tbe county's letter of intent, thereby a1ree1n1 to serve as an equal partner 
1D tbe planning and adm1n1strat1on of tbe bloc~ craats (in co-a11n1n1 tbe letter of 
intent to the state; in providin1 staff support; 1n jointly aelectiDI tbe local advisory 
committee; 1n a1ree1n1 to tbe sue maintenance-of-effort standards; and iD approv1n1 tbe final plan . . 

2. Decline to participate, mak1n1 tbe county tbe sole appl1caDt. 
be re~resented on the Tecbnical Advisory Group). 

M'b• CitJ would still. 

3. Decline to part1c1pate, reta1n1n1 control over tboae block 1rant program• 1t now adm1ni• 
aters and for wh1ch it now receives direct f~nd1n1 from tbe State. Such a City would also forfeit any role over tbe remainder of tbe countywide block 1raats. 



J 
• . ' 9.ereafter, tbe county c011111iaa1oners ud tbe city are referred at "ap:,licanta." 

ICOPE OP THE GRANTS • \ 

ODce tbey decided to apply, tbe applicants would be required to accept responsibility tor all 
bealtb and human service block grants, approved for eligibility by tb~ General Assembly. Subject to le11slative action, tbis would include tbe following block cranta: 

1. Preventive Bealtb 
2. Maternal and Child Bealtb 
3. Primary Care 
'• &1COOC>l 1 Drug Abuse a.ad Mental Bea~tb • s. Social Services 
8. t:ommuaity Senices 
7. Some Energy Assistance 
8. Subsequent block 1rants relating to bealtb and human services. 

(This excludes the ex1st1DI educatioD and coamnmity development block 1ra.nts). 

Applicant(s) choosing not to accept responsibility for one or more of the eligible block p-ants 
would be required to s'iiow cause to tbe State. 

ST~TE ROLE 
1. The Governor, witb tbe approval of tbe Joint Committee on Federal Fwlds, would be responsible 

for the following: 
a. Setting tbe initial criteria for countywide block grant app11catioos. including provi

sions tbrougb wbicb applica.nt(s) could demonstrate bow they would avoid administrative 
and program duplication. 

b. Establishing criteria for elil~bility of services, indludinc required aervices and 
those provided on a fee-for-service basis. 

c. Defining target populations (e.1., the elderly, pre-school, low income, deinstitutional
ized) and administrative costs (based on reasonable coat-of-livinc and regional differen
tials). 

d. Providing uniformity in definitions, grant application procedures, reporting require
ments, and auditing and accountinc procedures, including those usea for purchase of aer- . 
vice contracts. 

Points a. tbrougb d. above would be published in a uniform block grant procedures manu~l, ma.de 
available subsequent to bavin1 compiled witb the Administrative Procedures Act. 

2. The Executive Office would also provide the followinc services and perforci the following functions: 

a. Technical assistance to local governments in administering the block grants, including 
maintainini tbe names of local experts and administrators so tbat cities a:id counties 
could sbare their experience. 

b. Issue u annual report on tbe iml)lementation of the block 1rants. 

c. Receive tb~ applicant(s)' letter of intent and approve the county,ride block grant pro
posals. 

d. Work witb the Statewide Joint Block Grant Committee to monitor and evaluate tbe imple
mentation of the block grants and offer its recommendations for improvement to tbe 
Joint Comnittee on Federal funds, . (or the Lerislature> eacb year. 

3 .. For joint city-county participants, there would be a single Executive Office or Department to 
approve the plac and work with these applicant(s). Uniform procedu~es and standards would be 
coordianted tbrougb this ·office. No-participating counties and/or cit-ies would maintain rela
tionships with each lead state agency. as determined by tbe Governor and the General Assembly. 

LOCAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES 

To assume responsibility, the applicant(s) would submit a two-year plan to tbe Governor. to be 
approved annually. The thrust of tbe plan would be, in ligb~ or diminisbed federal dollars, bow 
to assess and meet countyw1de Deeds efficiently without duplicatiDI p:ograms and services. The plan would: 

1. Define the level of Deeds tbrouabout tbe county, baaed on eacb area and service 
to be provided. 

2. Require tbe as~essment at •xistiDI countywide resources from tbe public, pr1v~te. 
and non-profit sector. 

3. Develop a coordinated strategy to address tbe identified needs and to avoid duplica
tion and trapentat1on. 

4. Provide cit!zens and conaWDers of aerv1c•• witb tr.put tbrou1hout tbe decision-
••"◄"· " .. "'"··· 
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I. Demonatrate a atrateu tor uaeaain1 and mon1tor1n1 tbe eftecti•eneas of tbe aervices. 

Tbe app11cant(s) at tbeir option, may delegate tbe ataff responsibility for development of the plan to tbeir owns staffs, to existing county and/or city departments or a1enc1ea, or tbey may contract out for sucb services. 

CITIZENS' ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

1be applicant(s) would appoint an eigbt member Citizens• Advisory C0111Dittee to formulate tbe county wide block grant plan, subject to their final . approval . . Oa~alf of the membership would be appointed by the board of county coanisai~aers. The other one-half would be appointed by tbe municipal chief executive wbo agreed to initiate tbe joint venture. If tbe population of tbe second largest city is at least 50% of tbe lar1est city, tbe second largest city shall tben bave tbe opportunity to appoint one member, and tbe largest city sball tben only make tbree appointments. These eight persons tben appoint one otber person to serve as tbe chair. • If tbe county comnissioners are tbe sole applicant, tbey would appoiat all nine members. No member could be employed by nor serve on the board of any agency wbicb distributes block grant funds. In addition, area legislators would be encouraged to serve as ex-official members . . 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY GROUP 

Each Citizens' Advisory Coaaittee would have access to a fo1mal technical advisory croup composed of tbe executive directors or tbeir designee of tbe following organizations: 

1. Mental Bealtb. Board · 
2. Board of Mental Retardation/Developmental Disabilities 
3. Welfare Department and/or Children Service Boa.rd 
,. Acing Aceacy 
5. Public, Private and Non-profit Service Providers 
6. Private Sector Fundin1 Agencies 
7. Comnunity Action Agency 
8. Regional Council on Alcobolism 
9. City Beal tb Department, Board of Be::t-1 tb and/or Regional Beal tb District 

10. Otber representatives aa determined by the applicant(s) 

Representation on tbe Technical Advisory Group would include all agencies •bicb aow distribute block 1rant dollars or otberwise bave administrative responsibilities for such programs. 

NEGOTIATED INVESTMENT STRATEGY 

Tbe applicant(s) would designate, based on existing program, admiDlistrative and funding responsibilities, the local lead agency for eacb block 1rant. Eacb such representative on tbe Technical Advisory Group would bave initial responsibilities for recommending to tbe citizen's advisory committee tbe funding levels and program decisions for tbose agencies and 1rou?s under its jurisdictioc (e.g., 648 board-mental bealtb; CAP agency - HEAP and community services; weflare department and/or children services board - social services; city, county, bealtb district -bei!tb; United Way - private dollars). The process would be modeled after a ne1otiated investment stratecy. 

Based oc tbis information and tbe public bearin1s (see below) the citizens• advisory coaaittee would make collective decisions in recommendin1 a plan and a course of action to tbe applicant(s). The citi:ens' advisory committee would also bave at its disposal, the sta!f assigned to it by tbe applicant ( s). 

In addition the plan would include: 

1. Recoaaendation to reduce- duplication in programs and service delivery, as •ell as ways to combine services bein1 provided to the same populations. 

2. Contingency plans for rationin1 services and making cutbacks in tbe event of reduced state dollars. 

3. Contincency plans for setting priorities, should additional dollars become available • 
• COUNTY PLAN APPROVAL AND SUBMISSION TO THE STATE 

' 
The two-year plan would be prepared by tbe Citizens' Advisory Coanittee, wbicb would bold at least two public bearings on tbe plan. Tbe first bearing would be to 1atber community input in developin~ the plan. The second bearing would encour~ge public testimony on tbe plan, prior to 1ta adoption by the advisory committee. The plan, as r@co111Dended by the advisory coaa1ttee, lfOUld then be submitted tbe t~e applic:int(a) witb tbe tollowin_c attachments: _ 

1. A SUD1Dary of cban1es made aa a result of the public bear1DI•• 

a. A auam1ary of hear1n1 testimony and comment• 

3. Cop1ea of letters and statements received 1D rel.&c1on to tbe plan • 
• 
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Tb• applicant(s} would bold a joint public bear1n1 on tbe plan, make cban1ea aa needed, ud tbe~ 
aubm1t tbe pl&n for approval to tbe Governor. Tbe Governor would tben review tbe plan aod, 
witbin 45 days, must either: 

1. Approve tbe entire plan aa aubm1tted. 

2. Approve portiona ot tbe plan ud disapprove other parts witb a writ~eo explanation • 
. 

3. Return plan and requeat additional information. 

4. Disapprove plan with a written explanation. 

If the Governor disapprcves the plan or any :,ortion tbereof, be must document, tbrough substan
tial evidence, that priority service needs of tbe county were not being addressed. Such a disap
proval would be subject to review under eitber Chapter 2508 or 119 of tbe Revised Code. 

If the city and county fail to acree on tbe plan, each of tbe block crants would be treated aepar
atilJ and tbe funds would flow via tbe traditional relationships witb eacb lead state acency. 

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 

Applicant(s} would not be able to reduce their previous local human service financial commit
ments nor use tbe new federal dollars simply to supplant previous local effort. Thia probibition 
would not apply, however, under the followinc circumsta.nces: 

1. A apecial levy expires, ia no~ renewed, o_r is repealed. 

2. The applicant(s) document tbat there exists a severe fiscal problem and show tbe 
reasonableness of the reductions iD relation to cuts ill tbe entire city and/or 
county budget. ' 

Tbe Citizen's Advisory Committee would be responsible for notifyiDI tbe public of tbe scope of 
and the reasons for the reductions. Finally, DO funds could be used for capital improvements 
Dot direct payments. Reductions in local effort would be coordinated througb the Citizen's 
Advisory Committee. 

ONE-YEAR GRACE PERIOD 

Once the applic~nt(s) accept responsibility for administering tbe block grants, there would be 
a one-year grace ,ericd tor all aaencies and groups wbo are currently providing services under 
these programs, u&ldss ~ part~cular agency or 1roup no longer wiahes to participate. lt the 
end of tbis period, the applicant(s) would bave to sbow cawae wby they wisb to terminate such 
a.rranaements. 

CONTINUED PARTICIPATION 

Annually, the elig!ble applicant(s) would be 11ven tbe option to participate; to rene• tbeir 
participation, or to discontinue their participation. By Janu&ry 30th of eacb year, tbe appli- -
cant(s) would bave to notify tbe state as well as tbe local participants, of their intent for the 
next fiscal year. 

A proc~dure would be established to honor existiDI contracts in order to provide for a smootb 
transition in continuing tbe procram and services. 

STATEWIDE JOINT BLOCK GRANT COMMITTEE 

There sball be established a statewide joint block p-ant COIIIDittee to review and monitor tbe impact 
of tbe new tederalism on state and local 10vernments 1D Obio. It shall be composed of: 

1. Le11slat1ve Bud1et Office 

2. Office of Budget and Ya.nacement 

3. Four lecislators, eacb appointed by tbe l•adership for eacb party and each house 

4. Two Commissioners selected by CCAO 

S. Six 1eneral citizen members to represent vuious bealth and buman service iDteres~• 

6. Two local officials selected by tbe Ohio Municipal Leacue 

Staffinc would be provided by tbe Governor•• Block Grant Office, 0118 and/or LBO. Tbe Statewide 
Join~ Block Gr~nt Committee would issue an annual report to tbe General Assembly evaluatiDC tbe 
block cr~nt progrus and includ1n~ its recommendation• for iJftprovementa. 
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Mr . George I. . •'.eisel 
Squire, ...,arrlers & I:>et\)sey 
1800 Union canneroe &iilclinJ 
Cleveland, Ohio 44115 

Dear SB;,J:!jei se1: 

August 4, 1982 

I cra deligl tea that you have agreed to be a merber 
of the State Liason ccr.nu.ttee. The next meet.irg 
will be at 6 A.J'•l. on i•brrlay, Septwber 20, in the 
Parlor of The Tanple, University Circle at Silver 
Park. You ·will be receivi.ncJ sane material on this 
meeting shortly. I look f o:rward tD seeirg yoo there. 

I kncltl it's an ungcrlly hour but at least it's a 
Godly pla~. 

Very truly yours, 

De.mi.el 1.Tercr¥ Silver 

n:rs:mp 
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Ted Bonda stated that the new superintendent is a very exciting person. Even 
though he will not report for duty until sometime in November, he has been coming 
in three times a week. He will be developing a position paper which will outline 
his plan of action. 

It is anticipated that the schools will open on time. 

Mr. Pace reminded the Board that education =has been identified by the Roundtable 
as a very key problem in this community. He is, therefore, pleased at the level of 
support the organization has given this issue. Mr. Bonda indicated that the Round
table has been quite helpful to the school system. He expressed his appreciation to 
the Board for its support. 

• COMMITTEE ON YOUTH EMPLOYMENT - LYMAN H. TREADWAY 

Mr. Treadway reported that at the suggestion of Steven Minter of the Cleveland 
Foundation, members of the Youth Employment Committee met with the New York Partner
ship to become acquainted with their swnmer youth employment program. Mr. Treadway 
indicated that we need to accelerate our youth employment programmatic efforts here 
in Cleveland. Along this line, we will soon have to think about the fundraising 
aspect of our proposed program. 

Jose Feliciano indicated that he was impressed with the level of enthusiasm 
that was expressed by the staff of Citibank Corporation. The Partnership program 
there was supplemental to the New York City CETA efforts. The City provided 
50,000 to 60,000 CETA jobs; and the private sector provided 13,000. He further in
dicated that he was particularly interested in the way that the partnership has 
obtained corporate sponsors over the past two years. The sponsors are chosen in 
advance. For example, while Citibank had the lead for 1982, Phillip Morris was 
very much apart of the program and can benefit from this year's experience as 
they will have the lead role for 1983. 

A question was raised as to whether any of the jobs in New York were newly 
created. Mr. Feliciano stated that while there were no hard figures, Mr. 
Kolterjahn of Citibank indicated that some of the jobs were new. 

Mr. Treadway indicated that the New York Partnership Committee very actively 
solicited employers and the program was very well organized. Citibank coDDnitted 
20 of its permanent staff to coordinate the city-wide effort. There was heavy in
volvement of the banks and utilities, particularly Citibank, Chemical Bank, Manu
facturers Hanover, and the New York Telephone Company. They all used their 
customer statements to include information regarding the program. Over 700,000 
statement enclosures were mailed to employers. 

Mr. Treadway reviewed the central concept of his proposed program and indicated 
that consideration is now being given to having a two-prong approach. The first 
part being a neighborhood effort, and the second part a direct private sector effort 
such as the one implemented in New York City. Questions regarding local organiza
tional relationships were raised. Mr. Treadway indicated that the Committee will 
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be £iving consideration to this matter before making its recommendations. 

COMMITTE~_Q_N HOUSING & NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT - BRUCE P. FOSTER 

Mr. Pace reminded the Board that Al Ratner was appointed to head the Revenue 
Bond Task Force for the Roundtable. It was decided, however, that a separate com
mittee was also needed. There are currently two coDDllittees in place; the Round
table's Revenue Bond Task Force and a broader group--the Committee to Lower Mort
gage Rates, which is not a committee ·of the Roundtable. The Chairman stated that 
Mr. Ratner has been aske·d to assume a difficult assignment and continuing support 
is needed from the Board. The important objective is getting adequate support 

• for housing for the Cleveland area. 

Mr. Foster reported that the Committee to Lower Mortgage Rates has met twice 
this month. Mayor Voinovich has agreed to serve as Chairman of this group. 

COMMITTEE ON RACE RELATIONS - DAVID G. HILL 

Survey interviews began on July 7 and were concluded on August 13. Yankelovich, 
Skelly & White is now compiling, processing, and analyzing the data. The Executive 
Committee has requested that the preliminary draft of the report be reviewed by the 
Race Relations and Executive Committees before it is presented to the Board. The 
following dates have been suggested: 

Top-line findings presentation - Race Relations Committee 
Friday, October 15 

Preliminary draft of final report - Executive Committee 
- Tuesday, October 19 

Final Report - Board of Trustees 
- Monday, October 25 

A press conference is being considered. 

Bishop Pilla infonned the Board that the matter regarding a couple of the in
terviews was resolved. 

Mr. Pace reminded the Board that the Race/Ethnic Relations Survey is a major 
undertaking by the organization. These are issues which have to be faced by this 
community as well as the country. The survey represents the first step in an 
effort to get a plan of action in place. The organization's ability to handle the 
outcome of the survey could well determine our ability to work together in the 
future. He stated that he will be looking to members of the Board for their insights 
and direction. 



• 

Board of Trustees Meeting 
August 30, 1982 
Page 4 

--~ ------ - - -

It was reconunended that no attempt should be made to release the survey data 
until after the November election. 

BOARD RESPONSIBILITIES 

A statement of duties and responsibilities for members of the Board was dis
tributed. It was reviewed and unanimously approved. (See Attachment) 

NEW BUSINESS 

Enterprise Zone Concept 

The question was raised as to whether the Roundtable had endorsed the enterprise 
zone concept? It was indicated that some of the members of the Board of Education 
had objected to the City's enterprise zone proposal. Some of the unions also objected 
to it because they feel it will lower the cost of labor. 

Based on the work of our Economic Development Committee, there is a sense of 
support by the Roundtable for the enterprise zone concept. After some discussion 
it was recommended that this matter be presented to the Labor/Management Forum. 

Future Board Meetings 

The new superintendent of schools, Dr. Frederick Holliday, has been invited to 
speak to the Board on September 30. 

Mr. William Norris, Chief Executive Officer of Control Data Corporation, is 
scheduled to speak at our December meeting. 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9 a.m. 

SSA:kek 

Attachment 

arah S. Austin 
Executive Director 



GREATER CLEVELAND ROUNDTABLE 

Responsibilities of Trustees 

Effective Board members are advocates for the organization -~ 
Therefore, a Trustee must: 

-understand and be committed to the mission 
o_f the organization--specifically, to provide 
a forwn in which key leaders of the conununity 
encourage, advocate and support the develop
ment and implementation of credible and feas
ible plans for the revitalization and re
development of the quality of life for the 
residents of Greater Cleveland 

-serve as channel of conununication with his/her 
constituency, agency, corporation, or organiza
tion 

-attend and participate in regular Board meetings; 
a Trustee's presence as well as his/her ideas and 
points of view are needed 

-serve on at least one committee 

-assist the organization in achieving its finan-
cial requirements 

-consult as appropriate with Executive Director 
in area of particular knowledge, skill, or 
expertise 

-maintain the confidential nature of Board deliber
ations as appropriate 

8/26/82 
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ROUNDTABLE 
100 ERIEVIEW PLAZA ROOM 2041 CLEVELAND, OHIO 44114 216) 579-9980 

September -14, 1982 

STATE LIAISON COMMITTEE 

Notice of Meeting 

The State Liaison Conunittee of the Roundtable will meet 
on Friday, October 15 at 8 a.m. at The Temple, Univer
sity Circle at Silver Park. 

Please review the attached materials and be prepared to 
discuss at the meeting. 

PLEASE CONFIRM YOUR ATTENDANCE IN ORDER THAT THE APPRO
PRIATE ARRANGEMENTS CAN BE MADE. (579-9980) 

Thank you for your continui_ng interest and participation. 

~~Uw DanielJeeySilLrer 
Chairman 
State Liaison Committee 

/kek 
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Greater Cleveland Roundtable 

State Liaison Committee Meeting 

The Temple 

October 15, 1982 

MINUTES 

Rabbi Daniel Silver began the meeting by recalling that fwiding changes at the 
federal and state levels generated the need for the Block Grant Primer, the first 
document of its kind in the country. To date, the Primer and its updates have 
greatly facilitated the efforts of those involved with the coordination and admini
stration of block grant funding. Yet four major areas of concern remain to be ad-
dressed by the Committee: • 

1. the identification of needs of local agencies 

2. the proper role of the Roundtable in helping to satisfy such needs 

3. the monitoring of activities in Columbus 

4. the understanding of how the needs of local agencies impact upon 
the Greater Cleveland community. 

In short, Rabbi Silver proposed a general query: How may the Roundtable best mar
shal! its efforts and divergent interests in order to deal with the above concerns? 

In reviewing these concerns in light of current events, Phil Allen noted that 
state departmental plans to administer block grant funding are woefully inadequate. 
Typically, the state has found itself using appropriated block grant funds to solve 
fiscal imbalances, as was the case this summer when funds set aside for the Pre
ventive Health Block Grant were skimmed. Mr. Allen asserted that the most viable 
solution to this disorganization at the present time is the Cotmty Block Grant Pro
posal which could serve to facilitate the allocation and administration of block 
grant dollars. Despite the fact that both gubernatorial candidates have indicated 
their preference for a state-local nexus for the administration of block grants, 
Mr. Allen recommended that the Roundtable support the County Proposal for the time 
being, for it assures large urban areas of their fair share. The state legisla
ture, he added, has failed to address the proposal since its members feel uneasy 
about fighting for federal dollars and then diffusing their authority to admini
ster such funds. 

In view of these comments, Mel Arnold indicated that the Roundtable should 
direct its efforts toward the administrative issues surrounding block grant fund
ing, stating that the highest probability of success lies in the initiation of a 
"fair share" campaign. 
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In response, Rabbi Silver proposed that initially the objective of the Round
table should be the broadening of its informational function, which entails the 
consolidation of periodic updates into an expanded Block Grant Primer, an enlarge
ment of the Primer's distribution, and the solicitation of broader media coverage. 
Additionally, he suggested that the Roundtable consult with other concerned parties 
to obtain their ideas and suggestions which would benefit not only the RoW1dtable 
but the Greater Cleveland community as a whole. The placing of a full-time staff 
member in Columbus to act as the "eyes and ears," rather than the "mouth-piece," 
of the Roundtable could aid in the realization of its objectives. Such efforts he 
felt would promote the enhancement of routine channels and informational linkages 
between disparate bodies currently working toward similiar ends. Mr. Baznick 
agreed, stating that a representative of the Roundtable, acting in this capacity, 
could well serve as a clearinghouse both for those acquiring and desiring informa
tion as to current events in Columbus. 

Phil Allen, in support of this idea, informed the Conunittee that a general 
feeling of frustration presently exists stat~wide; all those concerned acknowledge 
that the current budget allocation and administrative process does not allow either 
local input or an ordered flow of information. Consequently, he recommended that 
the Roundtable direct its efforts toward the construction of an informational net
work to bring representatives and lobbyists together in local briefing sessions. 
Such meetings would allow ·issues of conununity concern to be aired and addressed, 
and hopefully incorporated into courses of action for the state - legislature to 
consider. 

George Meisel noted that the Great Lakes Commission plays this role on a 
multi-state level, but that in the Greater ·c1evel~d· area only the Greater Cleveland . 
Growth Association approaches this function. As a result, he acknowledged the need 
for dynamic leadership in formulating an innovative administrative plan through the 
exchange and coalescence of views. In support of this assertion, he recalled that 
the rural sectors of the state remain aloof to the needs of Ohio's urban areas. 

Rabbi Silver, therefore, recommended that the Roundtable seek the assistance of 
agency representatives and lobbyists in the construction of an informational network 
to aid city and county officials; community planning and consensus building, he 
stressed, should become the primary objective of the Roundtable. 

In recognizing that the implementation of the Administration's New Federalism 
has decelerated considerably, Phil Allen confirmed that structural changes are 
rapidly becoming necessary; President Reagan in fact has requested that the states 
indicate what type of structural changes may best meet local needs and prevent skim
ming by state governments, most often through the imposition of exorbiant administra
tive fees. 

Sarah Austin reminded the Conunittee that other proposals have been advanced to 
address this need for structural change, most notably the Report of the Citizens 
League's Ohio Tax Policy Committee; with the election of Dick Celeste as governor, 
she noted, fiscal manuveuring will become inevitable if campaign promises of re
taining current health and human services are to be met. 
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Rabbi Silver then began to conclude the meeting by proposing that in the short
run the Roundtable should: 

1. continue its informational and educational service by distributing 
regular updates of the Block Grant Primer, consolidated, if poss
ible into a "desk top" ,manual; 

2. compile and study a flow chart of how federal dollars travel to 
state and local levels, identifying the major decision-making 
points along the way; and, 

3. review its lists of those who receive materials produced by the 
Roundtable, and ascertain its chances of convening a meeting of 
those involved with health and human services at the state and 
local levels to discuss the County Block Grant Proposal and the 
construction of an informational network; possible sponsers might 
include the Cleveland Foundation, the Gwid FoW1dation, the City 
of Cleveland, and Cuyahoga County. 

George Meisel remarked that this course of action would be the most appropriate 
since it will take from three to six months before a majority can be formed to en
act the County Proposal; hence, it is essential that local consensus be generated 
before the proposal is voted upon. 

Sarah Austin concluded by stating that the annual meeting of the Roundtable 
in April would be a proper forum to review the progress made by the Committee and 
consider long-tenn proposals for the future. 
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Greater Cleveland Roundtable 
100 Erieview Plaza 

Room 2041 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 

Sarah Short Austin 
Executive Director 

(216) 579-9980 

Rabbi Daniel J. Silver 
The Temple Branch 
26000 Shaker Boulevard 
Beachwood, Ohio 44122 

Dear Rabbi Silver: 

November 5, 1982 

Enclosed are the minutes from the last State Liaison Committee 
meeting and a summary of interviews conducted by Hans Kuenzi 
to ascertain the status of things. We are now in the process 
of putting together an expanded list for the distribution of 
the Block Grant Primer update. 

In view of our research, I feel that the revision of the Block 
Grant Primer will be somewhat premature until final figures 
are released from Washington. However, I feel the Roundtable 
might concentrate its efforts on establishing a dialogue bet
ween those who are both for and against the county block grant 
proposal which seems to have generated some controversy. The 
widely divergent views I have encountered urgently need to be 
addressed and some consensus to be formulated before the pro
posal reaches the legislature. 

What do you think? 

SSA:kek 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~S~4k 
Sarah S. Austin 
Executive Director 
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Summary and Conclusions 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This study reveals clearly, in our judgment, that Greater Cleve-
-

land is in an extraordinarily good position to improve its race 

and ethnic relations. The reasons for this general conclusion 

include the richly diverse ethnic population which Clevelanders 

consider to be a source of strength; a minority popula~ion whose 

leaders are perceived to enjoy positions of responsibility in 

the political, social and economic spheres; strong and influen

tial leadership, especially in the government, business and re

ligious communities; a strong community service tradition; and, 

perhaps most important, a general recognition among both leaders 

and public that Clevelanders have learned to deal with adversity 

and that something should and can be done to improve race rela

tions. 

While this conclusion suggests hope it should not be interpreted 

to mean that the problems will be solved easily. America has 

severe problems in race relations and Cleveland has not escaped 

them. Part of the problem is that as a group, Cleveland's min

orities have long been disadvantaged. But contrary to the belief 

of some, Cleveland's minorities are not generally w~rse off than 

minorities in other metropolitan areas, nor are the attitudes of 

the White population substantially different from those of Whites 
. 

in othe~ communities . 

. . . . 

-.. ...... - ,.. ,- , ......... . 
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The summary of findings which follows describes attitudes of the 

general public and Cleveland's leaders with respect to life in 

Cleveland and race relations. It is followed by a series of 

specific conclusions. 

A. The Current Situation 

1. Though most of the Cleveland population is relatively 

satisfied with life in the Cleveland area, when dif

ferent racial groups are viewed separately, there is 

a substantial gap between White (741 satisfied) and 

Black (391 satisfied} residents . 

... Two-thirds of all Cleveland residents express 

a high level of satisfaction with life in the 

area, up from prior years in Cleveland and 

higher than the national average . 

... And Whites and Blacks agree on many of the key 

strengths of Cleveland as a place to live -

specifically, cultural offerings, medical facil

ities and recreation. 

2. Clearly, however, life is harsher, on average, for Blacks 

and Hispanics in the Cleveland area . 

... Blacks are substantially less satisfied than 

Whites with several key factors. 



-- Just over half as many Blacks (411) 

as Whites (751) consider Cleveland a 

good place to raise a family 

-- Only 161 of Blacks (vs. 351 of Whites) 

view police protection in Cleveland 

as good 

... Blacks and Hispanics also are more affected by 

economic hard times (lower incomes, more in 

poverty, higher unemployment), and reflect 

this in their concerns about life in Cleveland. 

-- Over half of employed Blacks, and two

thirds of Hispanics vs. one-third of 

Whites, worry about losing their jobs 

3. There is substantial agreement across the community 

about the major challenges that Cleveland faces: 

... Creating jobs to boost the local economy . 

... Improving the quality of the public schools . 

... Reducing crime and improving the effectiveness/ 

sensitivity of the police . 

... Providing affordable and adequate housing . 

. 
4. Racial tension is perceived to contribute to the serious-

ness of these major Cleveland problems. 
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... While a majority of Cleveland residents -- of 

all races -- report that race relations have 

improved in the past five years, an even larger 

majority agrees that considerably more progress 

is needed . 

... Cleveland's Black and Hispanic populations are 

more concerned about race relations th·an is . its 

White population. 

-- An increase in racial conflict in Cleve

land is of considerable concern to 401 

of Blacks, 521 of Hispanics and 281 of 

Whites 

-- Cleveland leaders share the concern 

- Four of five view race relations 
as at least a moderate problem 

5. The current state of race relations in Cleveland is 

attributed to a complex array of factors . 

... Economic competition. The current recession, 

coupled with the longer-term difficulties of 

the Cleveland economy might be expected to 

heighten racial tension. But while Blacks 

and Hispanics are clearly more heavily impacted 

= by economic difficulties, the poor state of the 
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economy is viewed as a problem affecting every

one. Though a significant number of Blacks and 

Hispanics report discrimination in trying to ob

tain jobs, the_ private sector workplace is said 

by most Clevelanders who work -- both Black (89%) 

and White (761) -- to be relatively free of such 

tension among employees. However, almost six in 

ten Blacks express concern about being excluded 

from middle and upper management . 

... Patterns of Adversarial Relations. Many Cleveland 

: 

-· 
residents and leaders believe that some political 

and other leaders have characterized public issues 

as racial in nature and have created an atmosphere 

in which race is used as an easy explanation for 

the existence of other problems. This perception 

is a factor in the generally low level of respect 

for city officials (excepting the Mayor). The 

media have the opportunity to focus attention on 

the many positive interactions that do occur. Many 

Cleveland leaders, in contrast to the public percep

tion, believe that, to date, the media have often 

contributed to racial tensions by focusing exces

sively on divisive situations. 
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. .. City/Suburban. City/suburban differences ac

count for at least some differences in satis

faction and levels of concern about race and 

other Cleveland problems among the White popu

lation. 

-- City/suburban differences illustrate 

this clearly, with many White suburban 

residents appearing to be almost immune 

to many of Cleveland's more serious 

problems 

-- White suburban residents express far high

er levels of satisfaction and lower levels 

of concern about most aspects of Cleveland 

life, including race relations 

-- Importantly, suburban Blacks' concerns 

differ little from those of city ~lacks 

... Social Contact. Lack of consistent, non-threatening 

contact between people of different races heightens 

perceptions of racial tension and breeds uncertainty 

and even fear. In Cleveland, most residents live 

and interact predominantly with people of their own 

race. Not surprisingly, both Blacks and Whites .are 

somewhat apprehensive about moving about in •o.ther" 

areas of the community. Those White residents with 

the most negative racial attitudes tend to be most 

isolated, socially and physically, from Blacks. 



... Racial Discrimination. A significant proportion 

of the White population of Cleveland -- perhaps 

one-third or more -- hold attitudes about Blacks 

that can be considered discriminatory. 

-- These attitudes appear most acute in the 

housing area, where "discriminators" in

dicate negative views about housing inte

gration of any kind 

- They are considerably less nega
tive about school integration 

-- Discriminatory attitudes appear to be tar

geted toward Blacks. "Discriminators" do 

not have similar views about other minority 

groups such as Hispanics or Asians, and 

virtually no Blacks express such views 

about Whites 

-- "Discriminators" live throughout the Cleve

land area, though more often they live in 

the western suburbs 

-- "Discriminators'" personal characteristics 

are similar to those throughout the country 

with similar views. They tend to be: 



- Older 

- More strongly attached to their 

own ethnic group {in Cleveland, 

people of Southern and Eastern 

European heritage fit this cat

egory most often) 

- Less w.ell off economically 

-- "Discriminators" are among those least re-

ceptive to ideas aimed at reducing racial 

tension 

6. Many individuals and institutions provide leadership in 

Cleveland, but there does not appear to be a clear co

alescense of leadership for improved race relations . 

... Two-thirds of the population express great con

fidence in the judgment of their religious 

leaders. 

-- This extraordinary attitude suggests 

that the religious leaders can play 

an important role in carrying out 

programs designed to reduce racial 

tensions 
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. .. Nearly half of the population, both Black and 

White, have confidence that the mayor will make 

the right decisions on race relations issues. 

-- No effective program of race relations 

improvement can be carried out in a com

munity without the support of the mayor. 

Additionally, however, the exceptional, 

broad respect for Mayor Voinovich makes 

it possible to hope that if he will play 

a key role Cleveland can be a leader in 

the nation's progress on race relations 

improvement . 

... The media, TV and the major newspaper, have 

equally broad support among the public, though 

they are viewed negatively by many leaders. 

-- The important role of the media as a 

vehicle for communicating to the public 

goals and progress in attaining goals 

related to race relations cannot be 

overemphasized 

7. Leaders and the public were asked to suggest and react 

to specific ideas in several areas of Cleveland life. 

Reactions to the most popular concepts are as foilows: 
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. .. Crime/Police Relations. There is strong support 

across the board for programs that facilitate 

better police/community relations, especially 

in the minority community. Expanded minority 

recruitment is suppqrted especially among Blacks 

and leaders . 

... Housing/Neighborhood Integration. Strong commu-

nity support for neighborhood organizations oriented 

toward improving race relations exists. There is 

moderate support among the public and leaders for 

mortgage assistan9e programs to encourage integrated 

neighborhood stability. Strong leadership support 

is also apparent for realtor monitoring . 

... Jobs. Employment is the top concern of Clevalanders, 

and there is strong support for any job development 

program . 

... Education. Quality of education is a major concern 

of the total population, which is only partially 

related to the problems of race relations. There 

is considerable agreement among leaders and all 

sectors of the community on the need for school 

improvements, as well as an effort to improve the 

current busing program. There is also an expecta

tion that the whole community -- especially key 

leadership groups -- needs to focus on school 

problems. 
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B. Conclusions 

These findings support the view that racial tension is a per

vasive problem. It is one that is recognized in Cleveland, 

however, and the community is in a good position to make 

substantial progress to,wards improvement. In order to make 

this progress, we suggest that consideration be given to the 

following: 

1. There is a strong need for a coordinated community 

effort to: 

... Articulate specific goals in improving race 

relations . 

... Measure progress over time . 

... Communicate goals and progress in achieving' 

them to the people of Cleveland. 

There are now (and have been in the past) efforts made 

to reduce racial problems. But in the absence of a 

coordinated effort with the features noted above, the 

results have been limited and understanding the pro

gress even more limited. 

2. It is important that decisions be made about which in

dividuals and institutions will concentrate on which 

program areas. 
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... The specialization ' will also take into account 
• 

and build upon the many good programs (includ-
. 

ing, but not limited . to, the Cuyahoga Plan and 

the Cleveland Tomorrow program) that already 

exist. It also will help to stretch necessary 

limited resources. 

3. Based on this and prior studies, efforts aimed at im

proving race relations should focus on Cleveland's 

major problem areas: 

... Crime/police relations . 

... Public education . 

... Housing and neighborhood integration . 

... Jobs and economic revitalization. 

Specific recommendations with respect to alleviating these prob

lems, have been made elsewhere. Here, however, it is important 

to note in conclusion that, this study has found considerable 

agreement among the entire Cleveland population about its major 

comrnuni ty problems. Race is perce·ived clearly to be a part of 

the issue. The opportunity exists to direct the public's atten

tion at the real underlying causes of these problems thereby 

reducing misplaced emphasis upon race. And, through the mobil

ization of leadership, articulation of goals and a unified com

munications strategy related to programs and their success, racial 

tension can be greatly reduced. 



Greater Cleveland Roundtable 
100 Erieview Plaza 

Sarah Short Austin 
Executive Director 

Rabbi Daniel J. Silver 
The Temple Branch 
26000 Shaker Boulevard 
Beachwood, Ohio 44122 

Dear Rabbi Silver: 

Room 2041 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 

December 6, 1982 

As follow-up to our recent conversation, I spoke with 
Bill Plato regarding the County's proposal to administer 

(216) 579-9980 

the Block Grant Program for the area. He indicated that it 
would be helpful if the Roundtable would host a meeting to ~ 1 

review and discuss all aspects of the County's proposal. l 'N v t \ c:- A 

Hans and I can begin to put the . meeting in place if you l l T 
would let us know your recommendation and schedule. ------

I am also enclosing a copy of the Washington/Columbus 
lobbying plan to be implemented by the Growth Association. 
Your thoughts regarding it would be much appreciated. 

Best wishes. 

SSA:kek 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 
1 

I ~ 
Sarah S. Austin 
Executive Director 
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OJYAHOGA 

Legislative Office 

Peggy M. Siegel 
Legislative Liaison 
Columbus, Ohio December 27, 1982 

Commissioners 
Virgil E. Brown 

Vincent C. Campanella 
Edward F. Feighan 

Ms. Sar~ Austin, Executive Director 
Greater Cleveland Roundtable 
100 Erieview Plaza, Room 2041 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 

Dear Sarah: 

It was goqd talking to you again. As per your request, 
this _letter will bring you up to date on the status of the per
missive county-city block grant proposal initiated by the County · 
Comnissioners' Association of Ohio. 

The proposal is currently being rewritten into draft 
legislation, which involves a fairly lengthy process of ironing 
out all of the structural and scheduling concerns as well as 
the policy issues. Particularly since the Cuyahoga County 
Commissioners and Mayor Voinovich have both endorsed the block 
grant proposal, the Roundtable's interest in •holding a forum 
is well-founded, once the proposal is in final form. I will 
be happy to keep you up to date on its status so that you can 
react accordingly. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me again if I can be 
of further assistance. Best wishes for a healthy, happy New 
Year! 

All good wishes, 

~ f ,. ,/ # ,,: /. ,.,,_ 

LegG ative Liaison 
Board of County Commissioners 

PMS/mp 

cc: William Plato 
Columbus: 587 S. Grant Avenue (Rear) Columbus , Ohio 432~ (614)228-4089 

County Administration Budding 1219 Ontario Street Cleveland, Ohio 44113 (216) 443-7377 
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LEE I. FISHER 
STATE HOUSE 

COLUMBUS. OHIO A:S21S 

(II•> •11-1•os 
11TH lfOUH OIITIICT 

CUYAHOGA COUNTY 

ttolumllu, 
43215 

MEMO 

COMMITTEES: 
IUDICIARY AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
CIVIL AND COIIIIEICIAL LAW 
EDUCATION 
Hl8HWAYI AND HIGHWAY SAFETY 

3333 E. Scarborough Road 
Cleveland, Ohio 44118 
December 28, 1982 

TO: David Sweet, Dean, College of Urban Affairs, Cleveland State University 

Sara Austin, Executive Director, Greater Cleveland Roundtable 
Richard Shatten, Senior Associate, Cleveland Tomorrow 
Peggy Segal, Director of Legislative Office, Board of County 

Commissioners 

,/."' 
FROM: Betsy~ D c, Legislative Project Director for State Senator Lee 

I Fisher 

I spoke on the phone with each of you recently about Lee's idea to 

open an office in Cleveland for the Cuyahoga County state legislative 

delegation. Your comments and the comments of afew others are very 

appreciated, especially at this early stage of the project. 

Would you please put your thoughts on this idea in writing so that 

we may proceed in an orderly fashion to build support for the office. The 

areas we would like to know about include the following: What needs 

could the office serve? Who might support it both financially and with 

time? Is this a duplication of effort? Do you know of a _ similar effort 

elsewhere in Ohio or the nation? Who else should be contacted for support 
' and ideas? 

Thank you for your observations about this idea. We appreciate your 

taking the time to help make the office a reality. Please address your 

response to this memo to my address which is at the top right of this 

page. 

DISTRICT OFFICE 
201i!0 CHAGRIN BLVD, 

Slt.'.KER HTS .. OHIO A412Z 
(2U) ,01°8221 

CLEVELAND OFFICE 
800 NATIONAL CIT'( E. 6TH BLDG. 

CLEVELAND, OHIO U114 
(211) IZl 0 0ISO 

NOT PRINTED AT STATE EXPENSE 

RESIDENCE 
3281 ENDERBY RD. 

SHAK[R HTS .• OHIO uno 
(ll6) 751°8219 
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GREATER CLEVELAND ROUNDTABLE 

STATE LIAISON COMMITTEE 

Comments solicited in response to my request for up-to-date information regarding 
the federal block grant program. 

Al Koson, Aide to U.S. Representative Mary Rose Oakar 

-informed me that congressional appropriations for FY 1983 block grant 
programs will likely remain at FY 1982 levels; rather than debating 
funding amounts, battleweary congressmen will almost certainly "rubber
stamp" last fiscal year's figures. Moreover, all indications suggest 
that the CBGC and UDAG programs will be left intact. 

-was un-able to provide me with any updated federal agenda for the admini
stration of the block grant program, due to the fact that at present one 
has not been released. 

Pat Ruayne, Legislative Aide to State Representative Francine Panehal 

-confinned that all state agencies are currently operating on federal 
funds that were authorized and released by the Continuing Budget Resolu
tion approved by Cong.ress in late September. For example, the Home 
Energy Assistance Program (HEAP) has received $65 million of its antici
pated FY 1983 budget of $93 million, a figure which is nearly identical 
to its FY 1982 budget. She agreed that Congress will most likely approve 
program funding at FY 1982 levels. 

-informed me that an amendment to the State Community Services Block Grant 
(CSBG) was recently passed, authorizing the distribution of 90%, rather 
than 75% of program funding to Community Action Agency (CAA) service areas 
and 1982 providers. 

-was unaware of any new developments regarding the County Block Grant Pro
posal advanced by the County Commissi"oners Association of Ohio (CCAO). 

-agreed to send the Roundtable any materials she has concerning block grant 
funding allocations. 

Sandy Darrow, Lobbyist for the Jewish Community Federation 

-contended that the County Block Grant Proposal enjoys very little support 
among lobbyists in Columbus, noting that audience reaction to a recent 
presentation of the Plan by Lany Long of the CCA was very negative in 
tone. Despite the fact that bureaucratic elements in the CCAO are very 
supportive of the proposal, she asserted that the Cononissioners them
selves are leery of its enactment, which would force them to bear un
wanted administrative burdens. Is it no coincidence, she asked, that 
many of the Conunissioners are running for other public office? 
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-rather than embracing the County Block Grant Proposal, she felt local 
officials should focus their efforts on identifying what obstacles 
in the current system prevent better coordination. As it stands, 
she argued, Title XX guidelines at the local level currently allow 
sufficient flexibility in the allocation and administration of funds; 
the enactment of the CoW1ty Proposal, on the other hand, would im
pose upon local officials a sense of guidelines too narrow in scope 
and too rigid in format to allow any improvement in services. Conse
quently, she contended that more could be done at the local level in 
terms of evaluating the current system and reviewing the County 
Proposal. 

-identified the leading state issues regarding block grants as the 
following: 

*the fomulation of a truly equitable plan for the dis
tribution of block grant funds. The current plan has 
prompted repeated attacks by .the state's rural sectors 
and was in fact the subject of a lawsuit that, albeit 
meritorious, was dismissed due only to the plaintiff's 
lack of standing. A properly-filed suit stands a good 
chance of overturning the present distribution formula. 

*the reevaluation of "eamarking" policies, which set a
side fixed amounts of funds for certain functions. 
Lobbyists have begun advocating that earmarked federal 
monies be replaced at the state level with state funds, 
thereby the entirety of federal block grant funding to 
be passed along to local governments. 

-informed me that once the State Legislature reconvenes on November 9 it 
intends to tie-up loose ends resulting from the latest budget bill, 
which includes defining group eligibility for the elderly, continuing 
its work on the recently enacted "workfare" program, and ironing-out 
various administrative difficulties. 

Mary Pereno, Secretary to Peggy Siegal, Legislative Liaison for Cuyahoga 
County 

-informed me that Ms. Siegal will not return from her studies at Har
vard University until December 12, and that in the meantime she is 
not at liberty to comment upon current matters. 

HK:kek 



GREATER CLEVELAND ROUNDTABLE 

STATE LIAISON CO~ITIEE 

Events that occur in the next few months will be vital to the growth and 
development of the Greater Cleveland area. For it is our ability to provide 
education, health, and social services to the area--in conjunction with eco
nomic growth--that will determine our futuie ability to attract new industry 
and maintain our position as a manufacturing and service center. It will 
be the combined efforts of coDDDunity leaders from all sectors--business, 
labor, government, religious, community organizations. and residents--that 
detennine Cleveland's future. • • 

Combined efforts are the key words. It is only a unity of purpose that 
will bring Cleveland and Cuyahoga County's message to legislators and decision 
makers in Columbus and Washington. To achieve· this unity there must be a 
sharing of information, and education of the citizenry, and a focal point for 
presenting our needs, particularly at the state level since there is no doubt 
that money and allocation decisions will primarily be made in Columbus. As 
it stands, the existing informational network ma best be termed chaotic. The 
Joint Legislati o ee on e eral Funds has provide inef ective as plat-
fonn for the airing of community needs; in ormation relating to important 
matters are to be voted upon. Likewise, • ·onal literature emanating 
from various lobbyist and citizens groups often is sketc. • d out-of-date by 
the time it is distributed to the public. Great amounts ·o money· 
are wasted through the lack of a coordinative network as the same skeletal 
infonnation is compiled and then hurriedly distributed by diverse organiza-
tions. Clearly, a • ased informational network to ensure 
legislative input and feedback is urgently nee e 1 a coDDDun1ty agenda is to 
be formulated and publicized prior to crucial legislative decision making. 

This objective raises a number of issues for the Roundtable to consider, 
the first of which asks what areas of community interest require further dis
cussion vis-a-vis the curr~nt legislative agenda. From this determination, 
the issue becomes one of how the Roundtable could best serve as catalyst to 
encourage a high degree of consensus building in these areas. In other words, 
by what means could a single non-partisan accord be reached when considering 
the multiplicity of interests involved? How may the Roundtable focus the 
diverse attentions of city and county officials. as well as those of the 
various helath and human services departmental lobbyists? In resolving this 
query, it must be remembered that our objective entails a broadly-based con
sensus reflecting the desires of both the public and elected officials, and 
not merely those of bureaucrats and government functionaries. Actual commu
nity input is a necessity if a true community consensus is to be achieved. 

Once this issue is resolved, the next query asks how may the Roundtable 
best serve as a liaison to facilitate the translation of such a consensus to 
the legislators in a manner rapid enough to allow legislative reflection. 
What type of lobbyist effort would be most suitable, and what members would 
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be most appropriate to serve our objective. Effective legislative input, as 
opposed to administrative input (which the County Block Grant Plan addresses), 
is essential if our efforts are to bear fruit. The final issue deals with 
the establishment of a feedback mechanism. By what means may legislative 
visibility and accountibility best be .promoted, and our efforts assured a 
_reasonable probability of success? 

Implicit in these considerations, however4 is the recognition that the 
November elections are just arowid the corner. The executive leadership of 
the various health and human services agen~ies, with the exception of educa
tion due to its status independent of the state executive branch, will almost 
certainly change hands after the elections. Therefore, when weighing the 
above issues in the context of this election year, a further query arises: ~ ,Q 1, 
how may the Roundtable assess the candidates' positions with regard to future 1v 
budgetary decisions while remaining nonpartisan in character and scope, which 
is crucial in order to maintain a broad basis of support? The resolution of 
these issues would be a primary goal if the Roundtable is to formulate some 
means of dynamic consensus building and to pro~ote the free and ordered flow 
of information to and from Columbus. 

-
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GREATER CLEVELAND ROUNDTABLE 

STATE LIAISON COMMIITEE 

Opinions solicited in response to my general query as to how may Roundtable serve a 
catalytic role in facilitating the development of a conununity agenda by means of 
formulating a state wide informational network to ensure legislative input and feed
back. 

John Habat, Executive Assistant to Mayor George Voinovich 
-recognizes that an informational vacuwn exists on the state level and 
sees definite need for the empanelment of a non-partisan or bi-partisan 
lobbyist group composed of representatives ··from city, co'llllty, and heal th 
and human services administrations. 

-the information he does receive from various bodies e.g. State Depart
ment of Health, Ohio Health Commission, Bureau of Maternal Health, 
Governor's Office, etc., is often repetitive and out of date . .. 

-contends that the County Commissioners and Ohio Municipal Leagues could 
best serve as springboards for legislative input, and feels that the 
third draft of the County Block Grant Proposal ., which provides, among 
other things, for the empanelment of a formal advisory group composed J 
of lay representatives with grassroots connections, looks promising to 
serve our proposed objective. 

Russell Tatro, Greater Cleveland Interchurch Council 
-agrees that existing channels of communication may best be character
ized as chaotic i.e. duplicity of efforts, lack of coordination, prob
lems of timing. 

-although his group has concentrated its focus on the federal, rather 
than state level, he questioned the ability of any new information con
veyor to generate confidence and credibility, which he termed as in
tegral to the establishment of a truly non- or bi-partisan body; ex
pressed reservations about the "money clout" a lobbyist group coordi
nated by the Roundtable would be forced to carry. Emphasized the need 
for an exceptionally credibile broadly/based lobbyist, despite the in
herent conflict of interests that would result. 

Joe Ferrante, Federation for Community Planning 
-although he receives information from the Joint Legislative Committee 
on Federal Funds, Ohio Citizens Council, etc., he recognizes that 
sources are too general and timing is a problem despite the fact that 
they serve his purposes. 

-lacks confidence in the ability of lobbyists to have much impact at 
public hearings conducted by Joint Legislative Comittee. Due to his 
impression that the OBM Interdepartmental Task Force discourages leg
islative input from the public, he characterizes public hearings as 
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mere "window dressing," maintaining that the crucial decisions are made 
behind-closed doors by legislators with privy information, and then "pre
sented" for public "consideration." 

-recognizes definite need for a coordinating committee between the state 
and local levels, and highly endorsed third draft of the Collllty Block 
Grant Proposal which establishes a coordinating and administrative body 
composed of county commissioners and a lay .advisory board, which may 

-not totally alleviate political conflicts, ~ut at least is the only 
viable step forward. 

. 
Margaret Fissinger, aligned with University Hospitals of Cleveland 

-not presently involved with block grants issues, but from past experi
ences agrees that informational networks are insufficient, discourag
ing, despite expressing her confidence in some federal literature, 
the OCC, etc. Portrays Joint Legislative Committee efforts as super
ficial and lacking clout, providing only an "information bridge" for 
the public. 

-suggests the establishment of direct communications with legislators 
• in Columbus, who she characterizes as most ··helpful when approached, 

via influential Roundtable members if funds and time are available. 

Karen Lieske, Deputy Director of The Urban Recovery Project 
-acknowledges that existing channels of communication in her field of 
housins and urban development are satisfactory, numerous sources pro
vide both information and means of input, with most information coming 
from the federal level e.g. Housing and Development Reporter, and most 
input facilitated by state-wide professional organizations. 

-could not suggest any alternative channels of communication with re
spect to the Roundtable's objectives. 

Peggy Siegal, Legislative Liaison for Cuyahoga County 
-although citing a number of good informational sources, e.g. OCC and 
the Gongwer News Service, she sees the definite need for a lobbyist 
and informational body which could encompass both public and private 
interests. 

-despite characterizing the approaches of others involved in the block 
grant field as a bit too fatalistic, she acknowledges that legisla
tors are willing to listen only when presented with coherent proposals 
and specific suggestions, i.e. ideas, rather than complaints. 

-highly endorses the third draft of the County Plan, which she contends 
is almost universally supported, and is currently involved with its 
drafting as a bill for legislative presentment. Once completed, the 
bill will also be presented to both gubernatorial camps so as to 
familiarize the candidates and promote a condusive atmosphere for its 
passage. i 

-portrays the county plan as the only viable plan to coordinate lob
byist efforts since it embodies a broad based coalition detached 
from bureaucratic vested interests . . Moreover, she sees the Plan as 
a means to streamline the use of funds and efforts and to encourage 
the participation of public officials and lay persons with grass
root ties in a coordinative framework so as to guarantee that vital 
services would not be cut. Lastly, she contends that the Plan 
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promotes high public visibility and accountibility with respect to 
elected officials. 

-maintains that the Plan, although administrative in nature, will 
provide for a substantial degree of legislative input due to the 
broadness of its base; feels that legislators will look favorably 
upon a process which can effectively translate connnunity needs 
and interests, and hence vote accordingly after meeting informally 
with members of the Board and gathering tbe tenor of community 
desires. 
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CURRENT EFFORTS 

WASHINGTON,D.C. 

- City man in Washington program 
- Great Lakes Economic Policies Council 
- Gubernatorial candidates pledge to strengthen Washington 

Office 
Individual issue centered efforts 

COLUMBUS,OHIO 

- City direct lobbying 
- County retained representation 
- Private sector direct lobbying 
- Urban Chamber Caucus -- local leadership 
- Educational direct lobby efforts 

• Coordination is often ad-hoc, last minute, and inefficient, 
yet major efforts estimated to cost between $170-$275,000 
yearly. 

• Other areas are using sophisticated approaches while Greater 
Cleveland lacks an overall game plan. 

• Local efforts to develop and lobby a consensus capital improve
ments list for the state budget process represent the type of 
effort needed over a sustained time period. 

- 2 -
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DEVELOPING A COORDINATED RESPONSE 

A SIX-STEP ACTION PROGRAM TO 

• Strengthen Greater Cleveland's presence 
• Accomplish objectives on priority agenda 
• Better utilize existing resources 

GOVERNMENT RELATIONS CONSORTIUM 

• To direct the action programs 
• Public and private sector leaders involved in planning 

for the area's long-tenn economic future 
• Supported by key staff executives responsible for 

ongoing government relations 

- 3 -
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A SIX-POINT ACTION PROGRAM 

1. Create a prioritized agenda for action in Washington/Columbus. 

• Increased presence 
• Specific issues for early attention 

2. Create and direct effective networks for conmunication. 

• Ohio Washington Office 
• Greater Cleveland Office 
• Full-time Columbus representation 
• Contact type program 

3. Assist in increasing the clout of locally elected officials. 

• Roles in organizations like Northeast-Midwest 
Coalition 

• Conmittee assignments 
• Controlling Board, etc. 

4. Monitor issues and progress on agenda items more closely. 

• On-site conmittee and sub-c0111llittee actions 
• Public opinion surveys 

5. Support officials who play leadership roles in agenda. 

• Media coverage 
• Infonnal support through appropriate means 
• Public acknowledgement 

6. Leverage local efforts through coalition building. 

• Urban Chamber Caucus 
• State, regional, and national organizations 

- 4 -
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RESULTS 

• Forum for local agenda building 

• Coordination of existing resources 

• Increased voice in Washington and 
Columbus 

• Action on priority con1t1unity issues 

- 5 -



POTENTIAL PRIORITIES FOR WASHINGTON ACTION 

GREATER CLEVELAND-IMMEDIATE 

• Tenninal Tower Bridge Work 
• Lewis Research Center 
• Federal Facilities 

- FM&CS 
- Currency 
- Coast Guard 
- Corps of Engineers 
- Great Lakes Weather Unit 

• Major contracts - area finns 
• Federal urban enterprise zone designation 
• Maybank Amendment 

GREATER CLEVELAND-LONGER TERM 

• Fonnulization 
• Medical development 
• Research center 

GREAT LAKES 

• Clean Air Amendment 
• Maybank Amendment 
• St. Lawrence Seaway 
• IRB's 
• Energy including water 

- 6 -
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POTENTIAL PRIORITIES FOR COLUMBUS ACTION 

GREATER CLEVELAND-IMMEDIATE 

• Downtown sports arena (CSU) 
• Implementation of capital improvements 
• Direct support for Cleveland's Washington Office 
• State facilities in Greater Cleveland 

GREATER CLEVELAND-LONGER TERM 

• State enterprise zone support 
• Technology center location and support 
• Minority business center 
• Small business development center 

STATEWIDE 

• Fonnulization favorable to urban areas 
• Education support 
• Housing authority - support 
• Infrastructure support 
• Economic development emphasis and support 
• Business finance and technology support 
• Establishment of Ohio Economic Mobilization 

Committee and program 

- 7 -
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IMPLEMENTATION 

• Fonnation of consortium and advisory 

groups 
• Program refinement, priority setting 

• Resource development 

• Implementation 

ESTIMATED COSTS 

• Start-up $50,000 (coordination, staff

ing for Consortium) 
• Minimal program range $250-$370,000 

yearly 
• Comprehensive program range $400-$640,000 

yearly 

- 8 -
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BLOCK GRANT PRIMER 

Introduction 

This primer was put together at the request of the State Liaison 
Committee of the Greater Cleveland Roundtable. It attempts to pro
vide for our members basic information on block grants. 

The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 created nine block grants 
by consolidating 67 categorical programs. Many of the previous cate
gorical programs involved a federal-state relationship. However, one 
of the significant features of the block grants is the designation of 
the state as primary grant recipient and decision-maker. 

Most analysts believe the nine block grants represent the begin
ning of an important trend in shifting responsibilities from the 
federal to the state level. Not only will the states be responsible 
for administering more programs, they will be faced with doing so 
with fewer federal dollars. They will be required to make decisions 
involving the allocation of scarce resources among competing interests; 
pinpointing intergovernmental issues which need study; and for re
solving conflicts. 

It is difficult at this point to determine the exact funding 
levels because the block grant program is still operating under a con
tinuing resolution from Congress. This will require further action-
either cuts or additions--to complete the fiscal year. The problem 
is further exacerbated because the state projects a fiscal deficit of 
over a billion dollars which will result in additional cuts. 

Even though we do not have the exact figure, it is important for 
the Roundtable as an urban coalition to discuss the issues and to ex
plore ways to facilitate more effective state-local relations. 

A recent newspaper interview with Mayor George V. Voinovich is 
included to give you a better understanding of the potential impact 
of the federal cuts on the City of Cleveland. 

*Development of this document was made possible with the assistance 
of: Anita L. Morse, Professor of Law, Cleveland-Marshall College of 
Law; Judith A. Kaul, A/V Librarian, Cleveland-Marshall College of Law; 
and Hans Kuenzi, student, Cleveland-Marshall College of Law. 

? 
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GOP mayor speaks against Reagan's budg~t cutsr 
8 MARK HOPWOOD hu~ger, -~verty, unrest ~nd unempl?yment in your dictions (of the president's advisors) are right and lizing dollars for prOKrams that are absolutely _I Y ma,JOr c1t1es_ - comm_umst leaders •!' Ce_ntral an~ the economy is going to take an upturn at the t-nd of sential to this community, starting with housi;J No matter how sedate or outlandish their 1tyle, ~th A~er1ca can fO•~t. to the deter_1oratu~g cond1- this year, you can forget about the debate over New food, shelter, and medical care. I uked for a waiver ,Cl(yeland'I mayors seem to attract national atten- ,taon of thaa country•. c1t1es. (Correcttn' this) OlJlht Federalism. (of federal reculations) ,o we could apend • m• tion. &nMmber Ralph Perka porno,r141'hy poll or to be ~e firat order m our effort to !"n the hearta Beaidea. if they are not able to answer the ques- of ou_r mo~ey u poeaible for aocial Nrvices to•~ -the days of Denni8 Kucinich as L'Enfant Teffible? and aunda of other people. . . tions of critict and if they aren't able to gain the the 11nceraty _of our conc:em about tbeee problem•~ • Mayor Voinovich, d.,,ite his reticence, pulled • ~ the ,Qther hand, ther~ 1s a eeparate l88ue of 1upport of it.ate and local officiala, .the program will the commumty. • ~ national notice in hit tint term for tumin, -:ha.ch level, of _governm~i:-t 1s moat capable of pro- ~ever work and the prnident won't have the votes Q: B•. t wlay doe1 tile ell,'1 1aH1et eaplaa•~ -:.round Clewland'• rl9t2J fortunes. And early in h■ vicbng -aemcea to the c1t1zens of the -country. How III Cong1'911 to pass il • the Plaui■I and h•■le De•elop■e■t tlepa _Nt:Ond wm, tM IDllyor han't dropped out of aight. can we belt utilize the dollars that are being poured Q: Yoa'•• ,ahl you are worried al,out tllere be- •••t• aad aot ba1ic city 1er•ice1 or 1ocia - H• __,. • .,,w ill No.-mber with Im opiniona ou~ fa. ~e I~, ,~&e and federal governments? I -1111 • "1afet1 .aet• for tbote wlao eaald ,.«er ••· aenieet? 3 • Prwideot ~ •• budpt maneu11en and hi, thmk thaa question 18 worthy of debate. der Rea1u'1 propo1al1. Are yo■ tare 1&'1 ia A: I think one of the grave errora that thia ci all for N.. Fed.,.Ju - tM ,hiflin, of IDMIY fed- Unfortunately, the media has jumped out and place? madt over the years wu that when it fell upon 

..,_, Pl'fJIIUl9 ud l'NpOll9ibiliti• back tot.be ,t.tte written artic_lea without even paying. attention to A: I 88icl initially that I perceived holes in the ~imee, (city official~) ~gno~ed planains. and econom ~ loatl IOffl'IUl»Dt& . what waa bemg ~ by the p~ent. Before ufety net - holee that those of \II in Cleveland are 1c ~velopment. _Th11 ~ bean, penny WIN ~ pou~ • la &lti8 p,.. inwrviet1, the mayor ap,,ah ,trongly people take poe1tk!111 that are ~ut an ~tone, they trying to mend. We can mend them locally. a•um- f oohah. A_t a tune h~e th• the IIIOlt amportaa :.bouc the bud,et cut.a and New Federalism. He con- ought to at leaat dialogue on thai quest•o~ of New i111 the economic condition of the country picb up. hedge agam1t the terrible problema for the comm 7-den· u.ir effect. on Cleveland's ,rowin, unem- Feder~liam. . . . . . I recommended to the lea<tership of the National nity ii to have the tax doUan to rNPOnd to th 
"ployn,ent and tire resolve needed to overcome• poe- In order to have a reahgnment of respons1b1ht1•, League of Citiee and Concreu of Mayon that what problem,. 
:•ble «ollOlllic tnpdy here. there', ,ot to !.>_e a general national consenaus that we ousht ·to be doing now ii-ptun, qether the We've cot more dollan but it ia_ a queation of~ : te.di,w publk officula temain enamored with the final plan 18 both fair and needed. ' ideu from our major cities in terms of how they are you allocate th~ dollan. You might not be able .'4 . Voinovich. In f«t, he ia one of only three mqon Q: Do 1" ~lak di• ftaal plaa la both fair ••• responding to the cuts that have taken place in the pave u many street.a • ~ want or to mow thj .invited to attend the N•tional GOYemon Aaoci•- aeeclelf budget, how they are responding locally to thoae grua every w~k. But m~an1 the ~-every wee, .uoa ,,,.tia6 ua W~ tad-,, to dilcuM the A: I haw a lot of questions - about the 1peed of cuta, and what are they doing to help the people in ven~ ~t being ab~ to atimulat.e ,iobl 1n thia ~ -Jin p:n plu. . the chanp, how it will be f~.t. whatJe~l.of ~- their community aurvive during thia period in time? mun•tt: II a amall pnce to ~y far keepl111 the ecoal 
; S.. alt6i, promirteace;, baed on Voiaovicb', ernment ahould be respo1:1s1bfe for admanaatenng Q: You llave Mid Cleveland'• u■e■ploymea& omy •hvt and well. • ~ -~al••• critic al tbe &,publican prai- p~ama, will tbl federal ,overnment give up cer- rate ii l '74'. Bow ia "at proble• apeetl■1 ••' If f:be economy f~lla, then tht tu• fall. When _t ·-- ~ nowl 8lac:e toi- &be top,. city lupubll- • taan tasea and ab Ht them back to local A: When the bread winner ia out of work, that ii• taa• fall, the •rv1eet fall. And ~ _&he eerv1 cu aayor lo iu.. To MDI..,_, it•• calculated 1ovenunenta? &cary situation. How would you like to be one of fall. &hi INM;JPle move out of th"' ne11hbo~ • .,,,,..,...., Clf!emdMI Iha the ,,,..;dentW PrilDII- You can't undo in tJaree or four yean eomething thole people out at Fisher Body who have been and the buam•• move out~ the coaununity. _ i .II• . .,,_ V~ I•_ vored, Geon ~ B __ Ulb over that wu • 1taned 40 yean qo. Many programs the,e 25 yean and now don't know whet~er they are Q: So you 911pport le• aocial tenleel ,,. .. .., ~ should operate on the at.ate or IQCAI level, but it is goinc to have a job in a year or two years from now? by Ille elty la favor of aidla1 bulaea1T I 

But' lately v.o.ov;ch a become earnestly con- going to take time f'!r. •~te and local governments There is no community in the country today that A: If you're not out tryias lo eauae bueineu ".-n»d •bout ,,_-_,.,. of AIINJl'iat~ eiti• and to develop the facilities and reaources to handle ia tryin• harder to respond to human concern, that atay in your community, throuah Urban Devel their mhabieau, ..,_..11y in liwht of RN,an ~ auch Pl'CJll'UIIL have d~loped • a re1ult of cutting back the feder- ment Action Granti, or F.c:onopaic Development A !~ ~ fllO/POMl. H• • noc aitlltied to voice. Q: 8o i1 tile prealtleat'• 1983 bad1et propoaal . al budget. There are 1reater demand• on city aer- miniatration granta or peckB1i111 Sm■II Bual - ..,..._ . 1laklat New Federalia■? vica when people are not employed - fot instance, Adminiatration loan• and all the other bemlita la,,_ com....,,, before the r,wernon, Voinovicb A: The federaliam iuue may be confUBed with the we're seeiq a greater number of people· coming ue available (to convince) inclu■try &o 1tay iD Mid be will ,Inn, "• firm diltinetion betltWn my cuta in the budcet. In term• of timing. thia discua- through our health centers. When you have high city or to 1et them ~ eapand. then JOU• oaly . Wi,f, in N• Fedenla and my c:oaan, tonrd 1ion (of New Federalism) would have been better unemployment, you have a higher demand for po- tax dollan, but United Way contribution■ and .·ti»,_,,..,_,,,.,,.,_" 1even or eight yean ago. I think the drift we have lice protection, higher demand, for aocial aervicee, tributiolll to ftrioul clwrcbla - it le • rippli • • Y• ......... &Hf•••• New Pederali•, followed for the put 10 yean or 10 without the de- there are more alchobolics and there ia more family effect. ~ ·• ny an JN • erldMI el tu bu1et cull •• It bate on who ought t.o be deliverin1 theee aervices, stress. For every job we have in the city, we take 241. o _ .. .._..., how they 1hquld be paid for. baa been unhealthy for . • M01t of the aocial aervit"tll are provided by (Cuya- the top that soea into the ppt that ii Ulld top • 
: A: rant ~ all, people allouldn't confuae tbl 1983 the country. hoga County), which handlfll thinp like welfare and 1ervice1 to many in our co.ianiunity who are ~ :budaet propoaal with New Federali1m - they Aa (Vermont'• governor) said: "There 1houid be a mental health funding. We are putting a program ~ provide taa dollars.· ' . --·t the w thins. It'• not New Fedenlilm --:- aerioua diacoune on N-, FederaJiam, 1imilar to the t.osether looki111 at what the county ii doin,, what • • Q: Ha•• 1•• .... uy e.We■ee •••t • dlll :it'• INdpt euttins that we're de1lin1 with. We dialogue that took place 200 yeara ago prior to the the Federation for Community Planning is doing work.ins? 
b■ven•t had any New Fedenliam to reapond to, yeL ratification of the U.S. Constitution." and wha~ United Way and others are doing. As ti~e A: I think the fact that this town hu a pu~ • We can't to1 .. te any more cuta in the allotments • Q: Will we ever have a N,w Federali1m goes 0 ~ in terms of the econo~y, • lot_ of qencies private partnenhip that is working, &hat (the far eitill or for IOCial lll'Yice PfOCflllll in the 198.1 dl1eu11loaT are gom1 to have to look at thmp • different way has come toaether, that our national imqe "......_ Ir we haw to balance the budget then we A: The economic condition of the country will th•n th•Y ~ to. . . changed subst_antially, that peopl~ in this commud ·.ahould do It on the back of the Defense have a major impact on this whole dialogue on New But I thmk we a~ pro1reu1ng. The gettmg to- !Y feel a lot d_1fferent than they dad thrN yean J :Depertment.. Federalism. U we have m888ive unemployment in gether a~d the talking about ~he pr~blems of the as a healthy 1agn that bodes well for the future. ~ It makee me tick to ■ee how much one of thoae this country - over 10% - no one is going to be community h8I been worthwhtle, fruat(ul and haa But in terma of what othtr cititl .,. doing :Trident 1ubrnari11N coeta when you consider what talking about New Federalism. They are going to be helped. . term• of _economic development, Cleveland loo ·that money could do for all of the cities in lhil worried aboclt setting people back lo work and they Q: How i• tlae_ci&y partlcipatia1 In tllit effort? like a 1ick 1i1ter. Even with the incruted apendi1 eoontry and for the people who live in thOM! cities. aren•t goin1 to 1ive a damn whether it is the federal, A: We have put together our Community Devel- for economic development, we an atiU way bahi" ~ou can't ~ve great national defense if you have state or local 1overnment doing it. Unless the pre- opment Block Grant with a ma~ emphasis on uti- other citiea, ~ 
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THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION BUDGET 

The 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act radically changed the 
federal-state and federal-city relationship; reducing federal mone-
tary assistance upon which mos~ urban areas are dependent. The largest 
change was the consolidation of 57 categorical grants into block grants, 
but other statutory changes make further inroads into the already de
teriorating fiscal positions of cities and states. Important changes 
include: • 

--a reduction of food stamp benefits which will increase 
local general assistance outlays. 

--a reduction of federal Medicaid payments to the states 
and of medicare reimbursements to individuals or payees. 

--a reduction of extended unemployment benefits and trade 
adjustment assistance benefits to laid-off workers and 
to economically distressed businesses. 

--a reduction of funding for subsidized housi~g under 
Urban Development Action Grants. 

--an end to rehabilitation loans used for community 
development programs. 

--an increase in interest rates on Small Business Ad
ministration Loans. 

~ \).~ 
Even more sweeping changes have been proposed~ The Admini-

stration wants to federalize Medicaid and turn full responsibility for 
Aid to Families With Dependent Children and Food Stamps to the States. 
A four-year trust fund based on federal excise taxes will initiate the 
program; however, in 1988, full responsibility for both programs and 
tax maintenance will be placed on the states. 

The reality of this program is a disaster for the cities of hard
pressed Northeastern and Middlewestern States, according to governors 
who have conunented on the proposal. In urban areas like Cleveland ser
vice costs are the highest and yet revenues have been chronically low 
for several years. Ohio's cities and counties are raising taxes, in
creasing user fees, and deferring capital expenditures as federal funds 
are reduced, out of sheer necessity to make ends meet. But even with 
increased taxes, virtually every service level has been drastically 
reduced. 
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THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN 

BASIC PROGRAM GOALS 

The President and his advisors have been forthright in saying that they hope to remove the Federal 

government entirely from authority over and financial responsibility for human services. A clear strategy to 

accomplish this objective is now emerging as reflected in the chart and timetable below. 

Timetable 

FY 1982 

FY 1983 

FY 1984 

FY 1987 

FY 1991 

Speculative 

Block Grants 

57 programs consoli-
dated into 9 block 
grants with authority 
transferred to states. 

Several more programs 
consolidated into block 
grants. 

Trust Fund of $28 
billion which states may 
use to buy Federal pro-
grams, take them over. 
or use for other 
purposes. 

Most federal ad minis-
tration of service pro-
grams and block grants 
ends. 

Local education and 
handicapped programs 
end? Programs for the 
aged altered? 

Income l\1aintenance 

Eligibility narrowed; 
services diminished; 
tough administrative 
requirements. 

Further reductions in 
eligibility and services. ' 
Even tougher admini
strative requirements. 

Federal government 
assumes Medicaid. 
States take over AFDC 
and Food Stamps. 

Social Security changes. 
Ending of Medicaid/ 
Medicare? 

Funding 

250Jo re-
duction in 
dollars; 

Further re
duction in 
dollars. 

Further re-
ductions in 
dollars. 

Begin 
phase out 
of trust 
funds. 

Federal 
funding of . 
services 
ends. 

Other 

Deregulation of new 
and some existing pro
grams. Abolition of 
some reporting and 
audit requirements. 
Staffing reductions in 
Federal agencies. Cur
tailment of research and 
professional 
development. 

Further deregulation. 
Further reductions in 
Federal staff. Further 
curtailment of research 
and professional 
development. 

Close to total deregula-
tion. Virtually no 
Federal staff help or 
monitoring. 

Federal role in research 
further curtailed? 

Source: Jule M. Sugarman, President Reagan's 1982 Proposals. (White Paper 
No. IV for Citizens and Government Officials.) Human Services Infor
mation Center. 
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THE BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

The Block Grant occupies a middleground posi
tion between Categorical Aid and General 
Revenue Sharing. A Block Grant is a program 
where funds are provided chiefly to general 
purpose governmental units in accordance with 
a statutory formula for use in a broad func
tional area largely at the recipient's 
discretion. 

General Revenue Sharing: Automatic distribution of funds on a statu
tory formula basis to general purpose units 
of governments with little or no restriction 
on how the money is to be spent. 

Categorical Grants: The primary purpose of a federal-grant-in aid 
or categorical grant is to provide the state 
with financial support to carry out a pro
gram's objectives. These grants are usually 
distributed by federal agencies under strict 
regulation and oversight for specifically 
targeted purposes. 

Type of 
Grant 

Categorical 

Categorical 
Formula 

Block 

General Revenue 
Sharing 

Recipient 
Discretion 

Lowest 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Program Funding 
Scope Criteria 

Narrow Federal Admini-
strative Review . 

Narrow Legislative Formula 

Broad, Fune- Legislative Formula 
tional area 

Broadest govern- Legislative Formula 
mental operations 

BACKGROUND OF FEDERAL FUNDING TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Block grants first emerged in the Nixon administration to centralize 
federal administrative authority under the Executive Office of the Presi
dent. Th_e plan was to diminish federal agency responsibility over domes
tic programs through both centralization of fiscal control under a new 
Office of Management and Budget and decentralization of programs. State 
and local governmental institutions were to be strengthened in setting 
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priorities and in making decisions considered to be rightfully theirs. 

Block grants were intended to simplify and coordinate under el
ected officials the numerous grant-in-aid programs launched by admini
strations from the New Deal to the Great Society. A myriad of special 
purpose districts, community programs--independent power centers--had 
been created that circumvented local and state government. 0MB Cir
cular A-95 procedure for project review which set up regional and state 
clearinghouses remains as the most noteworthy accomplishment of the 
Nixon administration in providing federal coordination. However, 
whether state-local coordination in Ohio was effected is doubtful; the 
Ohio Joint Committee on Federal Funds of the Ohio Legislature reported 
that little is known as to who now hold federal funds and will now be 
competing for state and local replacement funds. 

GENERAL AND SPECIAL REVENUE SHARING 

General Revenue Sharing looked towards more than coordination and 
decentralization; it was intended to eliminate programmatic efforts 
and substitute money for programs. Unlike grants-in-aid or consoli
dated block grants, general revenue sharing is a totally "no strings" 
program. It removes conditions, such as citizen participation and 
focused programs, associated with categorical grants and placed 
power over funds in established political institutions. It was an 
answer to two growing problems of the 1960's: first the intense 
fiscal pressure on state and local government brought on by in-
creased demand for urban services; second the lack of income-elastic 
revenue sources in the states. There was a fiscal mismatch between 
state and federal resources and needs. As conceived the program di
vided federal funds into general and special revenue sharing; however, 
only two Special Revenue Sharing programs, CETA and Housing and Com
munity Development passed, and General Revenue Sharing fonnulas main
tained federal controls through limiting the duration of appropria
tions rather than establishing a continuing trust fund. 

Revenue sharing fonnulas had the effect of maintaining fragmented 
local government structures through a reliance on flat or minimal level 
funding rather than utilizing project applications. The formulas in
duced declining governmental structures to maintain their existence 
rather than to regionalize services. In Ohio where Home Rule permits 
competitive governmental units to exist in the same metropolitan area 
and where state and local tax limitations have been bypassed by special 
purpose districts, user fees, and levies, there are over 3,000 local 
governments competing for funds. 

THE 1982 FEDERAL BLOCK GRANTS 

The New Federalism is more than block grants and revenue sharing; 
its goal is to reduce the size of federal government. This means re
ducing the federal budget, cutting programs, eliminating federal regu
lations, and returning power and resources to states and local govern
ments. To date, however, these goals have not been fully achieved. 
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We are seeing--

--A massive shift of spending priorities within the 
federal budget and not a reductjon. 

--A reluctance on the part of Congress to fully re
turn programs to state and local government or to 
give up total control over programs. 

--Modest gains in the reduction of federal regulations. 

--Maintenance of scaled-back programs in mass transit, 
employment, and Economic Development Administration 
economic development. 

The 1981 Budget Reconciliation Act created or revised nine block 
grants and replaced existing city-federal relationships with direct 
state control over programs. 

--Community Development consolidates entitlement 
city monies (Cleveland) with nonentitlement, small 
cities and rural areas monies and decreases the en
titlement share of funds from 80% to 70% from a 
much reduced total allocation. 

·--Four of the block grants are for health. 

--Three of the block grants are for social services 
and cash payments for the poor. 

--The remaining block grant is for education. 

--Federal funds have been drastically reduced. Ohio's 
share of federal funds for fiscal 1982 shows sig
nificant reductions. 

The Budget and Social Programs: oats an ropose 
Rounded figures are in billions of dollars for each fiscal year. 
· The 1981 figurea are actual o~laya; the other figures are projected spending. 

The cost -- The proposed '83 cuts 
FOODSTAMPS• 
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:With Reagan cuta. 
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Without Reagan cuta 
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PROGRAMS FOR THE POOR 
. Cl'llld nutl'ttlorl ............................ 9. 4 % 
Medicaid .: ............................... 10.4 
Wellaret .............................. ; ....................... 17 .5 
Social eervlcel block grant ....... 17 .8 
Edllcatlorl aid .......................... 1 7. 9 
Food ltampa ........................... 18. 1 
Low-income 

8'18f'QY alliatance .................. 25.8 
Training. employment .............. 48.2 
Other program, 
8ioclal Security ............................. 0% 
Veterana dllabittty 

COlftpenll,tic>rl ......................... . 1 .4 
Medicare ................................... 4.3 
Civil S.MCI mtrement ............. ,2.2 
Guaranteed ltudent loans ........ 23.0 

/ 
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The 1982 Block Grants give the states a strong role in decision 
making about allocations and reduces the local role in the federal 
grant system. Local government officials, business leaders, and com
munity leaders must now direct their efforts to influence plans for 
Ohio allocations at the state legislative ahd executive departments 
level. 

OHIO STATE CONTROL OVER BLOCK GRANTS 

In Ohio, control over block grant disposition is divided between 
the legislative and the executive branches of state government. The 
Joint Legislative Committee on Federal Funds, chaired by Representa
tive Francine Panehal of Cleveland, was established by both houses 
of the legislature to monitor and review distribution of and recommend 
programs for federal monies and state matching funds. The Governor's 
Executive Order accepting eight of the nine block grants, primary 
health excepted, established lead executive agencies to act on behalf 
of the Governor in dealing with federal agencies and with local govern
ment in allocating block grant funds. Relationships between the Joint 
Committee and the lead executive agencies are still unclear. No veto 
power was granted to the Joint Committee; however, it is assuming an 
aggressive role in monitoring agency program proposals and in pro
viding a forum for public interest lobbying. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

AT THE STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS 

THE BUDGET CYCLE 

Federal, state and local governments operate on different fiscal 
years. The differences in funding years, ·combined with multi-year 
commitments under some federal grants, will make program planning 
more difficult. At present no complete base of information exists 
on the state of Ohio level as to whom holds federal grants and how 
great the loss will be in terms of services shifted to state and 
local funding. 

--Federal Government 

--State of Ohio 

--City of Cleveland 

BUDGET YEARS 

October 1 to September 30 

July 1 to June 30 

January 1 to December 31 



BLOCK GRANT RESOURCE PERSONS 

CONTACT: 

Jim Myers, Coordinator 
Block Grants Transition Team 
Ohio Dept. of Mental Health 
30 East Broad Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-7570 

Paul Lanham, Chief 
Bureau of Alcoholism 
Ohio Dept. of Health 
246 N. High Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-3445 

" 

~:ftDIAD .. DIL'l'B .CAD • 

CONTACT: 

Jesse Drake, Chief 
Administrative Services 
Ohio Dept. of Health 
246 N. High Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-4237 

--tmUCAfiON 

CONTACT: 

Jim Miller 
Division of Federal 
Assistance 
Dept. of Education 
65 S. Front Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-4161 

CONTACT: 

Jerry Collamore, Director 
Public Information Office 
-ODPW 

11 

30 E, Broad Street (32nd floor) 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-6650 

Mary Turney, Deputy Director 
Program Development -ODPW 
30 E. Broad Street (32nd floor) 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-6124 

Martin Williams, Title XX 
Coordinator 
30 E. Broad Street (33rd floor) 

Phone: 466-1213 

8(JM! ENDC'f ASSISTAWC! 

CONTACT: 

Steve Gladman, Director 
HEAP Program, DECO 
P.O. Box 1001 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-6207 

CONTACT: 

Dr. Jim Quilty, Chief 
Division Maternal, Child 
Health 
246 N. High Street 
P.O.Box 118 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-3263 

Dr. Thomas Gardner, Assistant 
Director, OOH 
246 N. High Street 
P.O. Box 118 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-3263 

CONTACT: 

Robert Freedman, Deputy 
Director, Com. Dev. 
30 East Broad St. (floor 24) 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-5863 

Tom Williams, Administrator 
DECD 
30 East Broad St. (floor 24) 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-5863 

D.G. Russell 
Coanunity Services 
Office of Human Services 
P.O. Box 1001 
24th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-6014 

l-COMMIJNIT1' DEVELOPHENT 

CONTACT: 

Robert Freedman, Deputy 
Director, Com. Dev. 
30 East Broad St. (floor 24) 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-5863 

Jane Schoedinger 
Local Government Services 
DECD 
P.O. Box 1001 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-2285 

CONTACT: 

Jesse Drake, Chief 
Administrative Services 
246 N. High Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-4237 

Dr. Thomas Halpin, Div. of 
Communicable Diseases 
246 N. High Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-4643 



The Administration 

1 

Departments 
prepare budgets 

2 I 
I 

Office of Budget and 
Management (OBM) 

prepares 
revenue estimates 

3 I 

Governor makes 
preliminary 

policy decisions 

4 I 

OBM establishes budget 
guidelines for departments 

5 I 

Departments submit 
budget requests 

6 I 

OBM 
analyzes the requests 

7 I 

OBM holds hearings; 
Governor 

resolves conflicts 

8 I 

OBM prepares 
Executive Budget 

9 I 

OBM prepares 
Appropriations Bill 

10 I 
Governor addresses 

General Assembly and 
Appropriations Bill 

is introduced 

12 

THE BUDGETARY PROCESS 

The Legislature 

udget Office 
etermines 

.:..::12=--A~_I 
Legislative 8 

(LBO) d 
revenue p rojections 

I 

lSA I 

LBO revises 
revenue projections 

I 

11 

Appn,priations Bill 
introduced in the House 

128 
House 

Finance-Appropriations 
Committee 

holds hearings on bill 

13 
House votes on bill as sub-
mitted, as an amended ver• 
sion, or as a substitute bill 
proposed by the Finance• 
Appropriations Committee 

14 

House passes bill 
and 

sends it to the Senate 

l'iR 

Senate 
finance Committee 

holds hearings 

16 

Senate amends bill 1 

17 

Senate v.otcs on 
amended bill 
and passes it 

12C I 
House S tanding 

Committees hold he.trings 
contingent 

passing 
on programs, 

on bill 

I 

15C I 
Sen ate 

ommittccs standing c 
hold hearings 
contingent o 

I 

on programs, 
n bill pas~:ng 

1 The Senate does not have to amend the bill, 
but it usu.Illy does. 

Source: Ralph Brody. The Legislative Process. cl978. 
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OHIO'S BUDGET PROCESS 

1. Executive agencies prepare budget analyses and budget requests for 
submission to the Office of Budget and Mana~ement in the Governor's 
Office from January to August, 1982. 

2. The Office of Budget and Management holds budget hearings in 
September, 1982. 

3. The Governor submits the Executive Budget to the General Assembly 
of the State Legislature within four weeks of the convening of the 
General Assembly. In the case of a new Governor, as in 1983, by 
March 15, 1983. 

4. The Legislative Budget Office of the General Assembly prepares 
detailed revenue estimates for the Legislature. 

5. The House of Representatives Finance Committee, where budget bills 
are initiated, holds hearings. 

6. The Budget Bill passed by the House is sent to the Senate, where 
the Senate Finance Committee holds hearings. 

7. After the General Assembly passes the budget bill, it 1s sent to 
the Governor for action. 

8. Ohio's Constitution provides that no appropriation shall be made 
for longer than two years. 

THE BUDGETARY PROCESS 

House/Senate Concurrence 

18A 

House concurs with 
Senate's changes and 

Appropriations Bill passes 

22 

188 

19 

House does not concur 
with bill 

as passed by Senate 

I 

Bill sent Conference committee 
to the Governor formed 

20 I 

21 

Conference committee 
resolves differences 

I 
House and Senate pass 
conference committee 

bill 

Source: Ralph Brody. The Legislative 
Process. c1978. 
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ISSUES OF OHIO BUDGET MAKING 

A survey of the National Conference of State Legislatures re
ported in the New York Times by economist Leonard Silk said that 
twelve states, including Ohio, are forecasting deficits for the cur
rent fiscal year. Ohio is struggling to balance its budget, in the 
face of reduced federal funds, by raising taxes and cutting expen
ditures, thus further eroding the incomes and employment of its resi
dents. Budget cuts in Ohio for FY82 and FY83 will continue as tax 
revenues continue to decline. About 61% of revenues, where most ex
penditures for health, education, welfare, and human services in
cluded in block grants come from, are from Ohio's declining general 
revenue fund. The remainder of Ohio's revenues from licenses, fees, 
sales, and charges for goods and services are eannarked by statutory 
or Constitutional provisions for specific purposes--highways, for 
example--and cannot be used to cover shortfalls in general revenues 
available for state and local service expenditures. 

Ohio as legislative and executive branches traditionally equalizes 
the fiscal pie among its 99 counties rather than targeting funds. The 
County Commissioners Association of Ohio strongly supports fonnula 
allocations of block grants which would equalize funds rather than com
petitive grant applications which would target funds. Competition 
through grant application allows focused or targeted funding to reach 
areas . like Cleveland with greater need whereas formual distribution 
tends to equalize distribution over all governmental units. 

Ohio and the Reagan Administration have proposed changing the 
formulas themselves, to the detriment of urban areas. The differ
ence between formulas can drastically reduce funds to cities. For 
example the Reagan Administration proposes to eliminate age of 
housing as a part of the Community Development Block Grant fonnula, 
which would critically hurt Cleveland, where housing is primarily 
pre-1940 stock and the present formula has given Cleveland more 
funds for housing. 

In Ohio, Representative Brown of Perrysburg, a member of the 
Joint Committee on Federal funds, Subcommittee on Medicaid and Wel
fare, has submitted legislation on the Social Services Block Grant 
that would change the distribution formula from a county-based need 
standard to a state-based need standard, thus possibly lowering the 
amount of funds that would come to Cuyahoga County and to Cleveland. 

The Ohio Legislature, in both considering formula distribution 
which decreases the chances for targeted programs and changing the 
fonnulas to equalize distribution on a statewide basis rather than 
on a county or urban need basis, is contemplating a program that will 
further shrink aid to Cleveland. 

--Decreased levels of service will be experienced as 
Cleveland is forced to lay off workers because of 
reduced departmental budgets. 
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--Deferring capital improvements spending will further 
weaken the infrastructure. Federal reductions in 
water projects, transportation, and economic develop
ment will rebound through the public ~and private 
sectors. 

Budget Comparisons, 1965-85 
Figures are rounded_, In billions of dollars, for each fiscal yeor. 
Data for 1982-1985 are estimates. • • • 

Surplue Surplu• - -. · · --· • •• or deftclt or deficit 
.:: ··_. . , .. . . _ . . . .. Surplua a1%cf • •%of • ::··:_::,- • Receipft • · :· • Outlaye •• .. • or deficit G. N.P ." • • outlay• 

1965 ··,···· $116.833 " $118.430 · - . ,.596 0.2% 13.5% 
1,968 .130.856 -> ·134.652 . , -~ • 3.796 0.5 • :_. - .• 2.8 
1967 - 148.906 • -. 1s1.eoa ::. - ·a.102 • 1.1 • -: • s.5 

• 1.52.973 .:: :- 178'.134. .- 25.161 • : 3.0 .-: 14.1 

_·:. • • ·192.807 \ ·195.852 . : • ... 2.845 . 0 .3 • 1.4 • :, 
1971 _:·::·_::: 187-.139 '.:'":°> 210.172 ·:· - ·23.033 _: 2.2 10.9 .. • •. ' ' 

1972 · :-._. ·-.. : 207.309 :. :: · 230.681 :_ ••. - 23.373 2.1 10.1 • 
• 230.799 • 2◄5.647 • - 14.849 1.2 6.0 
283.244 -'. 287 ;9~ 2 - 4' .888 0.3 .· 1.8 
279.090 :: • :·: 324.245 - 45.1 54 3.1 13.9 

• 298.060 ' .· 364.473 - 66.413 4.0 18.2 
T ~o. •. ·. ,•· :,..··.--e1 .232 •:·:. _.. 94.188 •. · • - 12.956 . •, ' 

• N.A. · · · -· N.A .• 
1977 355.559 • ·: 400.506 - 44.948 2.4 .. · · _11.2 

:··_399.581 :f/}:,_,445_368 ·.:-·-· -48.807 :'' 2.3. :::.•'> 10.9 •• 
• • • 483.302 -.:. 490.997 • - 21 .694 1 .2 s.e 

517.112 • 576.675 - 59.563 . 2.3 . -1Q.3 
·_ -.: -.59j.272 .':•:- 657.204 •• - 57.932 .: .•• :, • 2.0 • 8.8 

•• 626.753 --~-- 725.331 -98.578 3.2 13.8 
666.118 ... 757.638 - 91.520 " 2.7 12.1 

• . 723;017 : 805.935 - 82.918 2.2 
796.583 868.466 - 71.883 ·1 .7 . 8.3 

· •. • -In calendar, .. , 1178, the Federal fl1c1I year••• converted from• July · 1• June 30 belle to an Oct. 1- Sept.~ bllla. T.Q. refers to the tranaffloft quarter from July 1 to Sepl. 30, 1171. SoM~•: ~ Of Ma~ WBUCXllf 

OHIO BLOCK GRANT PROPOSALS BY LEGISLATIVE AND EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 

The Legislative Joint Committee on Federal Funds recommended that Ohio assume responsibility for seven of the nine block grants on October 1, 1981, and the remainder of the grants when federal regulations and fundings levels are defined. The seven block grants are: 
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DRUG ABUSE, AND MENTAL HEALTH BLOCK GRANT 

Lead Agency: Department of.Mental Health. 
Associated Agency: Department of Health. 
Subconnnittee: Educati9n, Health and Human Services. 

• REVENTIVE HEALTH AND HEALTH SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 

Lead Agency: Department of Health. 

Subcommittee: Education, Health and Human Services . 

. COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 

Lead Agency: Department of Economic and Community 
Development. 

Subcommittee: Energy, Employr.ient, and Economic and 
Community Development. 

TERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 

Lead Agency: Department of Health. 

Subcommittee: Education, Health , and Human Services. 

SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 

Lead Agency: Department pf Public Welfare. 
Associated Agencies: Department of Mental Health. 

Department of Mental Retardation 
and Developmental Disabilities. 

Subcommittee: Medicaid and Welfare. 

-i:NCOME\ • • :PROGRAM BLO ·_ • 
..,..,. .,t•( 

' ' 
- ! '" "-

Lead Agency: Department of Economic and Community 
Development. 

Subcommittee: Energy, Employment and Economic and 
Community Development. 

TY DEVELOPMENT .BLOCK GRANT under which Ohio will assume 
ponsibility for the "Small Cities" -portion of the CDBG • 

Lead Agency: Department of Economic and Community 
Development. 

Subcommittee: Energy, Employment, and Economic and 
Community Development. 
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The remaining Block Grants are: 

PRIMARY HEALTH CARE BLOCK GRANTS for which no funds are available until FY83 

Lead Agency: Department of Health. 
Subcommittee: Education, Health and Human Services. 

l:;ucATION BLOCK GRANT l 

Lead Agency: Department of Education. 
Subcommittee: Education, Health, and Human Services. 

' 

The Joint Committee on Federal Funds began consideration of block grant proposals in January of 1982. The Ohio State Controlling Board, composed of the Director of the Office of Budget and Management and House and Senate leaders, acts for the Governor and the Legislature in the disbursement of state funds. A Board resolution requiring all departments to submit block grant programs to the Joint Committee on Federal Funds for review and approval before the Controlling Board will release funds to the Department has greatly strengthened the powers of the Legislature in block grant process. A further development was the replacement of Senator Stanley Aronoff (R) Cincinnati on the Joint Committee by Senator Ben Skall (R) South Euclid, which gives the Greater Cleveland area two committee members but removes a major urban center from the deliverative process. However, Senator Aronoff's position on the Finance Committee is essential to final legislative process when the legislature finally considers block grant legislative proposals. 

THE BUDGETARY PROCESS 

The Governor 

23A 

25 

Governor passes 
Appropriations Bill 

Bill becomes law 

26 
Controlling Board acu 
on behalf of legislature 

when legislature 
is not in session 

238 

24 

Governor vetoes 
line .items 

House and Senate 
ov crride vetoes2 

2 Any vetoes not ovcrriden do not become law. 

Source: Ralph Brody. The Legislative 
Process .. c 1978. 
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Major block grant proposals have been initiated by three Ohio 
political institutions: the Executive Departments in charge of Block 
Grants, the Legislature, and the County Commissioners Association of 
Ohio. Although the Ohio Citizen's Council has served as an interest 
group lobby for the metropolitan areas in human services grants, the 
Council has not actively introduced proposals. No urban coalition has 
been active in representing the interests of the major Ohio cities in 
the block grant process. The needs to each group represent radically 
different legislative programs as to who should receive block grant 
funds, how block grant funds should be allocated, and what controls 
should be placed on block grant funds at the local level by the state. 

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ASSOCIATION OF OHIO 

The County Commissioners support distribution and control of block 
grants by Boards and County Commissioners. In Block Grant News No. 7, 
published by the County Commissioners Association of Ohio, the CCAO 
stated: 

"The state: 1. Should make the board of county com
missioners the primary recipient and local decision
making authority for allocation of block grant funds; 
and 2. Should not allocate funds directly to appointed 
agencies without prior review and approval by local 
elected officials." The CCAO has recommended direct 
pass-through of funds to counties with little or no 
review or control on the part of the state. 

Counties are also supportive of equalization of funds on the county 
level rather than targeted or focused funding through competitive grant 
applications. The CCAO supported a proposal for Small Cities Cornmunity 
Development Block Grants including a guaranteed allocation to all cities 
and counties with a larger allocation going to communities who show a 
greater need through a distress factor formula. 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

The Small Cities Cornmunity Development Block Grant proposal came 
from the Department of Economic and Community Development of the State 
of Ohio. DECD is supporting equalization formulas and noncompetitive 
allocations. 

THE JOINT COMMITTEE 

The Joint Cornmittee on Federal Funds of the Legislature adopted 
an amended DECD proposal for the Community Development Block Grant 
which changed the goal statement to stress the primary objective of 
creating a viable urban community with decent housing and suitable 
economic conditions for low and moderate income persons. The Joint 
Conunittee established an Evaluation Committee, including representa
tives of urban and small cities interests and Senator Ted Gray and 
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Representative Thomas Gilmartin of the Joint Committee, to report in 
Spring 1983 on the effectiveness of the CDBG. 

LEGISLATURE 

State legislation has been passed on the Social Services Block 
Grant and can be analyzed to measure legislative feelings on distri
bution, control, and recipients. Current law divided administration 
of funds among the Ohio Department of Public Welfare, the Department 
of Mental Health, and the Department of Mental Retardation/Develop
mental Disabilities. The Department of Public Welfare is required to 
allocate its share of funds to County Welfare Departments, and dis
tribution of funds is made on the basis of (1) total population; 
(2) population with income and resources below 100% of the stand~rd 
of need of each county; and (3) the county's history and ability to 
utilize the funds. 

Legislative proposals now before the Joint Committee on Federal 
Funds from Representative Brown (R) Perrysburg, a member of the Joint 
Committee, would earmark funds for the Ohio Commission on Aging, ODPW, 
DMH, and DMR/DD but place direct administrative powers in the Ohio 
Department of Public Welfare. The Brown proposal revises the allo
cation formula for distributing funds to counties to be based on the 
number of people in the county with incomes below the poverty level 
as compared to the state, which would change the present standard of 
county need level and possibly reduce allocations to Cuyahoga County 
which has a greater need level than the state need level. 

A Senate proposal by Senator Steven Maurer CD-Botkins) calls for 
allocation of funds to counties on a strictly per capita basis. These 
proposals show the conflicting interests between nonmetropolitan state 
areas and urban areas like Cleveland when competing for block grant 
funds. • 

URBAN AREAS 

The former city-federal relationship provided for a direct voice 
from the city to the federal government on the distribution of funds; 
however, the new state-city relationship means competition over funds 
by political institutions--legislative interests, executive depart
ments, county governments, rural and urban metropolitan governments, 
and specialpurpose governments--at the state level. 

The issue is one of reduced funds for allocation. Many groups 
now benefitting from federal programs will find themselves with fewer 
funds than before; with no funds at all; and competing with other 
groups at the state house. As yet no urban coalition in Ohio has sur
faced to present its point of view on distribution, allocation, re
cipients, and control to the state through the Joint Legislative Com
mittee on Federal Funds or in the Executive Departments. 



20 

The U.S. Conference of Mayors in "The FY82 Budget and the Cities," 
stated, that, "Recently enacted federal budget cuts are imposing im
mense burdens on city budgets, resulting in massive layoffs, service 
reductions, tax increases, and postponement of needed capital invest
ments." In Cleveland deferral of capital spending on the infrastruc
ture was noted to be a major problem. It is estimated that $700 
million dollars would be needed to bring roads, sewers, water system, 
and bridges up to acceptable levels of service. 

The Conference says local governments are dependent on federal 
resources for financing public services and capital improvements. 
There is a direct local-federal relationship which has sustained 
local dependence on federal aid over the last two decades. The end 
of a program like CETA's Public Service Employment program came as 
a crushing financial blow to Cleveland and other cities at a time of 
fiscal distress. If state and local economic growth do not produce 
enough tax revenue to replace drastically reduced federal aid then 
state and local government will be forced to raise taxes and cut 
services. 

Cleveland's local economic problems are more likely to be struc
tural problems resulting from changes in economic activity and popu
lation movement rather than economic cycles, and the structural pro
blems must be addressed in order to counter the end of federal aid. 
The past two decades of federal resources were aimed at counter
cyclical aid, not at underlying economic problems; their demise 
will mean an exposure of the persistent structural problem that must 
be addressed by local effort for future economic prosperity. 

Fiscal Burden on the States from the New Federalism 

Additional Percent Additional Percent 
annual atat• State Iner•••• in annual atate State increaae in 

revenue• government atatetaxes revenue• government atatetaxea 
required to tax required to required to tax required to 

maintain the collection maintain maintain the collection maintain 
43programa (1981)• program• 43 program• (1981)· program• 

State (In mllliona of $) (In millions of S> State (In millions of S> (in millions of S) 

Alabama $219.7 $2,148 10.24% Nebraska 88.2 804 10.95 
Alnka 72.5 2,317 3.10 Nevada 42.4 515 8.23 
Arizona 133.2 1,786 7.45 New Hampshire 55.0 269 20.45 
Arkanus 134.5 1,189 11.27 NewJerHy 453.4 5,029 9.01 
California 1,152.4 20,505 5.62 New Mexico 82.1 1,179 6.96 
Colorado 156.4 1,446 10.79 New York 1,362.1 13,918 9.79 
Connecticut 170.4 2,072 8.20 North Carolina 315.4 3,413 9.23 
Delaware 46.3 555 8.30 North Dakota 46.7 451 10.42 
D.C. 170.4 1,131 15.07 Ohio 583.2 5,241 11.10 
Florida 503.2 5,314 9.46 Oklahoma 145.0 2.232 6.50 
Georgia 294.4 3,020 9.74 Oregon 155.5 1,608 9.64 
Hawaii 58.1 1,088 5.33 Pennaylvania 764.5 7,597 10.06 
Idaho 57.2 537 10.60 Rhodelaland 61.8 808 10.13 
Illinois 883.7 7,323 9.34 South Carolina 174.3 1,826 9.55 
Indiana 267.3 2,809 9.51 South Dakota 53.7 298 18.02 
Iowa 155.5 1,836 8.47 Tenn•••• 247.7 1,958 12.85 
KanNs 118.8 1,392 8.55 Texas 636.9 8,174 7.79 
Kentucky 222.4 2,276 9.75 Utah 79.9 849 9.40 
Louisiana 246.4 2,805 8.77 Vermont 42.4 294 14.42 
Maine 95.7 874 14.74 Virginia 252.9 3,027 8.36 
Maryland 247.3 2,956 8.36 Waahlngton 219.3 3,126 7.02 
MnMChll9etta 429.4 4,336 9.89 WNt Virginia 147.7 1,270 11.63 
Michigan 518.1 6,177 8.38 Wisconsin 249.9 3,829 6.89 
Minneeota 233.7 3,374 6.94 Wyoming 32.8 .-ea 9.99 
Miutulppl 195.8 1,397 11.88 
Mluourt 284.8 2,143 13.30 
Montana 57.7 487 12.40 AHStatN 113.2 bll. ,,, •. 1, bil. 1.11 

• State tu figure, are from the C.nau1 Bureau. •·state Government Tu Coltection: 1981" (forthcoming). They do not tnclude non-tu atate 
revenue,, euch u highway toHa, ftnea. fM1 for atatt untverattlN or pa I u•. 11nd trom Nlel of 1tate property. 
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I, INTRODUCTION 

This primer was put together at the request of the State Liaison 
Conunittee of the Greater Cleveland Roundtable. It attempts to pro
vide for our members basic information on block grants. 

The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 created nine block grants 
by consolidating 57 categorical programs. Many of the previous ca
tegorical programs involved a federal-city · relationship~ However, 
one of the significant features of the block grants is the designa
tion of the state as primary grant recipient and decision-maker. 

Most analysts believe the nine block grants represent the begin
ning of an important trend in shifting responsibilities from the 
federal to the state level. Not only will the states be responsible 
for administering more programs, they must do so with fewer federal 
dollars. They will be required to make decisions involving the al
location of scarce resources among competing interests; to pinpoint 
intergovernmental issues which need study; and· to resolve conflicts. 

It is difficult at this point to determine the exact funding 
levels because the block grant program is still operating under a con
tinuing budget resolution from Congress which expires March 31, 1982, 
and must be renewed by that date if funding is to be continued. The 
problem is further exacerbated because Ohio projects a state fiscal 
deficit of over a billion dollars. 

Even though we do not ~ave the exact figure, it is important for 
the Roundtable as an urban coalition to discuss the issues and to ex
plore ways to facilitate more effective state-local relations. 

*Development of this document was made possible with the assistance 
of: Anita L. Morse, Professor of Law, Cleveland-Marshall College 
of Law; Judith A. Kaul, A/V Librarian, Cleveland-Marshall College 
of Law; and Hans C. Kuenzi, student, Cleveland-Marshall College of 
Law. 
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II. THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION BUDGET 

The 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act radically -changed the 
federal-state and federal-city relationship, reducing federal monetary 
assistance upon which most urban areas are dependent. The largest 
change was the consolidation of 57 categorical grants into block grants, 
but other statutory changes make further inroads into the already de
teriorating fiscal positions of cities and states. Important changes 
include: 

--a reduction of food stamp benefits which will increase 
local general assistance outlays. 

--a reduction of federal Medicaid payments to the states 
and of medicare reimbursements to individuals or payees. 

--a reduction of extended unemployment benefits and trade 
adjustment assistance benefits to laid-off workers and 
to economically distressed businesses. 

--a reduction of funding for subsidized housing under 
Urban Development Action Grants. 

--An< end to rehabilitation loans used for community 
development programs. 

--an increase in interest rates on Small Business Ad
ministration Loans. 

Even more sweeping changes have been proposed for FY84. The Admini
stration wants to federalize Medicaid and turn full responsibility for 
Aid to Families With Dependent Children and Food Stamps to the States. 
A four-year trust fund based on federal excise taxes will initiate the 
program; however, in 1988, full responsibility for both programs and 
tax effort maintenance will be placed on the states. 

The reality of this program is a disaster for the cities of hard
pressed Northeastern and Middlewestern States, according to governors 
who have commented on the proposal. In urban areas like Cleveland ser
vice costs are the highest and yet revenues have been chronically low 
for several years. Ohio's cities and counties are raising taxes, in
creasing user fees, and deferri_ng capital expenditures as federal 
funds are reduced, out of sheer necessity to make ends meet. But even 
with increased taxes, virtually every service level has been drastically 
reduced. 
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TH·E PRESID.ENT'S PLAN 

BASIC PROGRAM GOALS 

The President and his advisors have been forthright in saying that they- hope to remove the Federal 
government entirely from authority over and financial responsibility for human services. A clear strategy to 

accomplish this o~Jective is now emerging as reflected in _the chart and timetable below. 

Timetable 

FY 1982 

FY 1983 

FY 1984 

FY 1987 

FY 1991 

Speculative 

-~ -· 

Source: 

Block Gr.ants 
, 

57 programs consoli-
dated into 9 block 
grants with authority 
transferred to states. 

Several more programs 
consolidated into block 
grants. 

Trust Fund of S28 
billion which states may 
use to buy Federal pro-
grams, take them over, 
or use r or other 
purposes. 

Most federal adminis-
tration of service pro-
1rams and block grants 
ends. 

Local education and 
handicapped programs 
end? Programs for the 
a1ed altered? 

Jule M. Sugarman, 

Income Maintenance 

Eligibility narrowed; 
services diminished; 
tough administrative 
requirements. 

Further reductions in 
eligibility and services. ' 
Even tougher admini
strative requirements. 

Federal govc!rnment 
assumes Medicaid. 
States take over AFDC 
and Food Stamps. 

Social Security changes. 
Endi.ng of Medicaid/ 
Medicare? 

•; .c '"'" 

Funding 

250'fo re-
duction in 
dollars; 

Further re
duction in 
dollars. 

Further re-
ductions in 
dollars. 

Begin 
phase out 
of trust 
funds. 

Federal 
.funding of . 
services 
ends. 

Other 

Deregulation of new 
and some existing pro
grams. Abolition of 
some reporting and 
audit requirements. 
Staffing reductions in 
Federal agencies. Cur
tailment of research and 
professional 
development. 

Further deregulation. 
Further reductions in 
Federal staff. Further 
curtailment of research 
and professional 
development. 

Close to total deregula-
tion. Virtually no 
Federal staff help or 
monitoring. 

Federal role in research 
further curtailed? 

...,. 

President Reagan's 1982 Pro2osals. (White Paper 
No. IV for Citizens and Government Officials.) Human Services Infor-
mation Center. 
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THE BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

·The Block Grant occupies a middleground posi
tion between Categorical Aid and General 
Revenue Sharing. A Block Grant is a program 
where funds are provided chiefly to general 
purpose governmental units in accordance with 
a statutory formula for use in a broad func
tional area largely at the recipient's 
discretion. 

General Revenue Sharing: Automatic distribution of funds on a statu
tory formula basis to general purpose units 
o~ governments with little or no restriction 
on how the money is to be spent. 

Categorical Grants: 

Recipient 

The primary purpose of a federal-grant-in aid 
or categorical grant is to provide the state 
with financiai' support to carry out a pro
gram's objectives. These grants are u5ually 
distributed by federal agencies under strict 
regulation and oversight for specifically 
targeted purposes. 

Type of Grant Discretion Program Scope Funding Criteria 

Categorical Lowest Narrow Federal Administra-
P:to-j ect tive Review 

Categorical 
Formula Low Narrow Legislative Formula 

Block Medium Broad, Fune- Legislative Formula 
tional area 

General Revenue 
Sharing High Broadest govern- Legislative Formula 

mental operations 

BACKGROUND OF FEDERAL FUNDING TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Block grants first emerged in the Nixon administration to centra
lize fed·eral administrative authority under the Executive Office of 
the President. The plan was to diminish federal agency responsibility 
over domestic programs through both centralization of .fiscal control 
under a new Office of Management and Budget and decentralization of 
programs. State and local governmental institutions were to be 
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strengthened in setting priorities and in making decisions considered 
to be rightfully theirs. 

Block grants were intended to simplify and coordinate under 
elected officials the numerous grant-in-aid programs launched by ad
ministrations from the New Deal to the Great Society. A myriad of 
special purpose districts, community programs--independent power 
centers--had been created that circumvented local and state government. 
0MB Circular A-95 procedure for project rev,iew which set up regional 
and state clearinghouses remains as the most noteworthy accompiishment 
of the Nixon administration in providing federal coordination. However, 
whether state-local coordination in Ohio was effected is doubtful; the 
Ohio Joint Committee on Federal Funds of the Ohio Legislature reported 
that little is known as to who now holds federal funds and will be 
competing for state and local replacement funds. 

GENERAL AND SPECIAL REVENUE SHARING 

General Revenue Sharing eliminated many federally-mandated pro
grams and replaced them with funds that could be used for general 
purposes by the state. Unlike grants-in-aid or consolidated block 
grants, general revenue sharing is a totally "no strings" program. It 
removes conditions, such as citizen participation and focused pro
grams, associated with categorical grants, and placed power over 
funds in established· political institutions. It was an answer to 
two growing problems of the 196O's: firs~ the intense fiscal press
ure on state and local government brought on by increased demand for 
urban services; second, the lack of income-elastic revenue sources in 
the states. There was a fiscal mismatch between state and federal 
resources and needs. As conceived the program divided federal funds 
into general and special revenue sharing; however, only two Special 
Revenue Sharing programs, CETA and Housing and Community De·velopment 
passed, and General Revenue Sharing formulas maintained federal con
trols through limiting the duration of appropriations rather than 
establishing a continuing trust fund. 

Revenue sharing formulas had the effect of maintaining multiple 
local government structures by guaranteeing a minimum level of fund
ing to all governmental units. In Ohio, a Home Rule state, there are 
over 3,000 local governments competing for funds. 

III. THE 1982 FEDERAL BLOCK GRANTS 

The New Federalism is more than block grants and revenue sharing; 
its goal is to reduce the size of federal government. This means re
ducing the federal budget, cutting programs, eliminating federal regu
lations, and returning power and resources to states and local govern
ments. To date, however, these goals have not been ful~y achieved. 
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We are seeing--

--A massive shift of spending priorities within the 
federal budget and not a reduction. 

--A reluctance on the part of Congress to fully re
turn programs to ·state and local government or to 
give up total control over programs. 

--Modest gains in the reduction of federal regulations. 

--Maintenance of scaled-back programs in mass transit, 
employment, and Economic Development Administration 
economic development. 

The 1981 Budget Reconciliation Act created or revised nine block 
grants and replaced existing city-federal relationships with direct 
state control over programs. 

--The Community Development Block Grant consolidates 
entitlement city monies (Cleveland) with nonentitle
ment, small cities and rural areas monies and de
creases the entitlement share of funds from 80% to 
70% from a much reduced total allocation, which has 
meant a four-million dollar loss in funds for 
Cleveland. 

--Four of the block grants are for health. 

--Three of the block grants are for social services 
and cash payments for the .poor. 

--Th~ remaining block grant is for education. 

Federal funds have been drastically reduced. Ohio's share of fed
eral funds for fiscal 1982 shows significant reductions. 

The Budget and Social Programs: oats an roposed uta 
Rounded figures are in billions of dollara for each ftacal year. 

• The 1981 figures are actual outlays; the other ftguree are pro;ected spending. 

,00D STAMPS• 
~ A-aan cuta 
:WIii Reagan cuta. 

WILFARlt 
' W111out R11gan cuta 

WIii Reagan cuta 

IIIDICAID 
Without Reagan cuta 
WIIIIReagancuta 

ll!DICARI 
Without Reagan CUii 
WIii RNgan CUla . ....,,_ ____ _ 

~Oflaeo1....,, • .,..,,...., I • 

PROGRAMS FOR THE POOR 
.Ctllld ............................ 8.4CM» 
Medlcald., ............................... 10.4 
Weifset ....................•............ 17.5 
Social---block grant ....... 17 .8 
Edllcatlorl aid .......................... 17 .9 
Foocl llafftPa ........................... 18.1 
Low Income 

er1e111Y llililtarlce .................. 25.8 
Training, employment .............. 48.2 
oa.-.,.,,.,.. 
Sc,clal Secl,rlty' ............................. 04Mt 
V...,._ dllablnty 

cornperlllltlorl .......................... 1 .4 
Medicare ................................... 4.3 
Civil SeRice retirement ............. ,2.2 
GuarantNd ltudent lolnl ........ 23.0 

I 
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The 1982 Block Grants give the states a strong role in decision 
making about allocations and reduces the local role in the federal 
grant system. Local government officials, business leaders, and com
munity. leaders must now direct their efforts to influence plans for 
Ohio allocations at the state legislative and executive departments 
level. 

OHIO STATE CONTROL OVER BLOCK GRANTS 

In Ohio, control over block grant disposition is divided between 
the legislative and the executive branches of state government. The 
Joint Legislative Committee on Federal Funds, chaired by Representa
tive Francine Panehal of Cleveland, was established by both houses 
of the legislature to monitor and review distribution of and recommend 
programs for federal monies and state matching funds. The Governor's 
Executive Order accepting eight of the nine block grants, primary 
health excepted, established lead executive agencies to act on behalf 
of the Governor in dealing with federal agencies and with local govern
ment in allocating block grant funds. Relationships between the Joint 
Committee and the lead executive agencies are still unclear. No veto 
power was granted to the Joint Committee; however, it is assuming an 
aggressive role in monitoring agency program proposals and in pro
viding a forum for public interest lobbying. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

AT THE STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS 

THE BUDGET CYCLE 

Federal, state and local governments operate on different fiscal 
years. The differences in funding years, combined with multi-year 
commitments under some federal grants, will make program planning 
more difficult. At present no complete base of information exists 
on the state of Ohio level as to who holds federal grants and how 
great the loss will be in terms of services shifted to state and 
local funding. 

--Federal Government 

--State of Ohio 

--City of Cleveland 

--Cuyahoga County 

BUDGET YEARS 

October 1 to September 30 

July 1 to June 30 

January 1 to December 31 

January 1 to December 31 



BLOCK GRANT RESOURCE PERSONS 

.U:OIIJI.. DUG il&JSE. MDITAL 
DAL'DI 

CO?li'TACT: 

Jim Kyera, Coordinator 
Block Grant• Tranaition Team 
Ohio Dept. of Mental Health 
30 Eaat Broad Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-7570 

Paul Lanham, Chief 
Bureau of Alcoholin 
Ohio Dept. of Health 
246 N. High Street 
Columbua, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-3445 

CONTACT: 

Jesse Drake, Chief 
Administrative Services 
Ohio Dept. of Health 
246 N. High Street 
Columbua, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-4237 

CONTACT: 

Jim Miller 
Diviaion of Federal 
Aaaiatance 
Dept. of Education 
65 s. Front Street 
Colwabua, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-4161 

10 

SOCIAL SDVICIS 
,7 

; r. C:>MKUMIT'f SBrlICES 

CONTACT: 

Jerry Collamore, Director 
Public Information Office 
-ODPW 
30 E. Broad Street (32nd floor) 
Colwabua, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-6650 

Mary Turney, Deputy Director 
Program Development -ODPW 
30 E. Broad Street (32nd floor) 
Columbua, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-6124 

Martin William, Title XX 
Coordinator 
30 E. Broad Street (33rd floor) 

Phone: 466-1213 

HOK! ENDGY ASSISTANCE 

CONTACT: 

Steve Gladman, Director 
HEAP Prograa, DECD 
P.O. Box 1001 
ColUllbua, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-6207 

MTDJW. • CBILD UM,,,. 

CONTACT: 

Dr. Jia Quilty, Chief 
Divi1ion Maternal & Child 
Health 
246 N. High Street 
P.O.Box 118 
Colwabua, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-3263 

Dr. Thou• Gardner, Aaaistant 
Director, ODH 
246 N. High Street 
P.O. Box 118 
Colwabua, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-3263 

-
CONTACT: 

Robert Freedman, Deputy 
Director, Coa. Dev. 
30 Eaat Broad St. (floor 24) 
Coluabua, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-5863 

Tom Williama, Administrator 
DECD 
30 Eaat Broad St. (floor 24) 
Columbua, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-5863 

D.G. RuHell 
Coaiunity Services 
Office of Human Services 
P.O. Box 1001 
24th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-6014 

COMNUNIT'f DEVELOPMENT 
. 

CONTACT: 

Robert Freedaan, Deputy 
Director, Coa. Dev. 
30 Eaat Broad St. (floor 24) 
Coluabua, Ohio 43215 

Phone: 466-5863 

Jane Schoedinger 
Local Government Service• 
DECD 
P.O. Box 1001 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-2285 

?UV'Elfftft lllALTB 

CONTACT: 

Jeaae Drake, Chief 
Administrative Services 
246 N. High Street 
Columbus. Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-4237 

Dr. Th011aa Halpin, Div. of 
Co11DUnicable Di•••••• 
246 N. High Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 

Phone: 466-4643 
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OHIO'S BUDGET PROCESS 

1. Executive agencies prepare budget analyses and budget requests for 
submission to the Office of Budget and Management in the Governor's 
Office from January to August, 1982. 

2. The Office of Budget and Management holds budget hearings in 
September, 1982. 

3. The Governor submits the Executive Budget to the General Assembly 
of the State Legislature within four weeks of the convening of the 
General Assembly. In the case of a new Governor, as in 1983, by 
March 15, 1983. 

4. The Legislative Budget Office of the General Assembly prepares 
detailed revenue estimates for the Legislature. 

5. The House of Representatives Finance Committee, where budget bills 
are initiated, holds hearings. 

6. The Budget Bill passed by the House is sent to the Senate, where 
the Senate Finance Committee holds hearings. 

7. After the General Assembly passes the budget bill, it is sent to 
the Governor for action. 

8. Ohio's Constitution provides that no appropriation shall be made 
for longer than two years. 



The Administration 

1 

Departments 
prepare budgets 

2 I 
Office of Budget and 
Management (OBM) 

prepares 
revenue estimates 

3 l 
Governor makes 

preliminary 
policy decisions 

4 I 

OBM establishes budpt 
guidelines for departments 

s I 

Departments submit 
budget requests 

6 I 

OBM 
analyzes the requests 

7 I 
OBM holds hearinp; 

. Governor 
resolves conflicts 

8 l 

OBM prepares 
Executive Budget 

9 I 

OBM prepares 
Appropriations Bill 

10 I 
' 

Governor addresses 
General Assembly and 

Appropriations Bill 
is introduced 

-
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THE BUDGETARY PROCESS 
OF OHIO 

The Legislature 

,....12~A ____ I 

udget Office Legislative B 
(LBO) d etermines 

revenue p ro;ections 

I 

I 

revises LBO 
revenue p roiections 

I 

11 

Appn,priations Bill 
introduced in the House 

128 
House 

Finance-Appropriations 
Committee 

holds hearings on bill 

13 
House votes on bill as sub-
mitted, as an amended vcr-
sion, or as a substitute bill 
proposed by the Finance-
Appropriations Committee 

14 
House passes bill 

and 
sends it to the Senate 

lSR 

Senate 
Finance Committee 

holds hearings 

16 

Senate amends bill 1 

17 

Senate ~tes on 
amended bill 
and passes it 

12C I 
House S tanding 

Committees hold hearings 
, contingent 
passing 

on programs 
on bill 

I 

lSC I 
Se nate 

ornmittees standing c 
hold hearings on programs, 

on bill pas!ing contingent 

I 

1 The Senate does not have to amend the bill, 
but it usually does. 

Source: Ralph Brody. The Legislative Process. cl978. 
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THE BUDGETARY PROCESS 
OF OHIO 

House/Senate Concurrence 

18A 

House concun with 
Senate's chanaes and 

Appropriations Bill passes 

22 

188 

19 

House does not concur 
with bill 

u passed by Senate 

Bill sent Conference committee 
to the Governor formed 

20 I 

21 

Conference committee 
resolves differences 

I 

House ind Sen~te pass 
conference committee 

bill 

Source: Ralph Brody. The Legislative 
Process. cl978. 

THE BUDGETARY PROCESS 

The Governor OF OHIO 
23A 

25 

2fi 

Governor puses 
Appropriations Bill 

Bill becomes law 

Controllin1 Board acts 
on behalf of lqislature 

when le1islawre 
is not in session 

238 

24 

Governor vetoes 
line items 

House ind Senate 
av erride vetoes2 

2 Any vetoes not ovcrriden do not become law. 

Source: Ralph Brody. The Legislative 
Process. cl978 . . 
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IV. ISSUES OF OHIO BUDGET MAKING 

A survey of the National Conference of State Legislatures re
ported in the New York Times by economist Leonard Silk said that 
twelve states, including Ohio, are forecasting deficits for the cur
rent fiscal year. Ohio is struggling to balance its budget, in the 
face of reduced federal funds., by raising taxes and cutting expen
ditures, thus further eroding the incomes and employment of its resi
dents. Budget cuts in Ohio for FY82 an~ FY83 will continue as tax 
revenues continue to decline. About 61% of revenues, where most ex
penditures for health, education, welfare, and human services in
cluded in block grants come from, are from Ohio's declining general 
revenue fund. The remainder of Ohio's revenues from licenses, fees, 
sales, and charges for goods and services are earmarked by statutory 
or Constitutional provisions for specific purposes--highways, for 
example--and cannot be used to cover shortfalls in general revenues 
available for state and local service expenditures. 

Ohio's legislative and executive branches traditionally equalize 
the fiscal pie among its 99 counties rather than targeting funds. The 
County Commissioners Association of Ohio strongly supports formula 
allocations of block grants which would.equalize funds rather than 
competitive grant .applications which would target funds. Competition 
through grant application allows targeted funding to reach areas like 
Cleveland with greater need whereas formula distribution tends to 
equalize funds among government units. Another means to equate funds 
to need is in the definition of the formula. 

Ohio and the Reagan Administration have proposed changing the 
formulas to the detriment of urban areas. The difference between 
formulas can drastically reduce funds to cities. For example the 
Reagan Administration proposes to eliminate age of housing as a part 
of the Community Development Block Grant formula, which would ·criti
cally hurt Cleveland, where housing is primarily pre-1940 stock and 
the present formula has given Cleveland m~re funds for housing. 

In Ohio, Representative Brown of Perrysburg, a member of the 
Joint Committee on Federal Funds, has submitted legislation on the 
Social Services Block Grant that would change the current distri
bution formula. The existing formula is based on each county's 
separate income and poverty level. The proposed state-based formula 
would average income and poverty level on a statewide basis. Thus, 
Cuyahoga County stands to lose funding under the proposed legisla
tion that has been introduced by Representative Brown. 

The Ohio Legislature, in both considering formula distribution 
which decreases the chances for targeted programs and changing the 
formulas to equalize distribution on a statewide basis rather than 
on a county or urban need basis, is contemplating a program that 
will further shrink aid to Cleveland. 
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THE LEGISLATIVE JOINT COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FUNDS 

The Legislative Joint Committee on Federal Funds recommended that 
Ohio assume responsibility for seven of the nine block grants on October 
1, 1981, and the remainder of the grants when federal regulations and 
fundings levels are defined·. The Committee's authority over block 
grants was strengthened by the Ohio State Controlling Board, composed 
of the Director of the Office of Budget and Management and House and 
Senate leaders which acts for the Governor and the Legislature in 
the disbursement of state funds. A Board resolution requiring all 
departments to submit block grant programs to the Joint Committee on 
Federal Funds for review and approval before the Controlling Board 
will release funds to the Department has greatly strengthened the 
powers of the Legislature in block grant process. A further develop
ment was the replacement of Senator Stanley Aronoff (R) Cincinnati 
on the Joint Committee by Senator Ben Skall (R) South Euclid, which 
gives the Greater Cleveland area two committee members but removes 
a major urban center from the deliberative process. However, Senator 
Aronoff's position on the Finance Committee is essential to final 
legislative process when the legislature finally considers block 
grant legislative proposals. 

THE LEGISLATIVE JOINT COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FUNDS 

COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN: Representative Francine Panehal (D), Cleveland 

SENATE MEMBERS: Ben Skall (R), South Euclid; William F. Bowen (D), 
Cincinnati; Theodore Gray (R), Columbus; 
Marigene Valiquette (D), Toledo; Donald Lukens (R), 
Middletown. 

HOUSE MEMBERS: Robert Brown (R), Perrysburg; Dean Conley (D), 
Columbus; Robert Corbin (R), Dayton; 
Thomas Gilmartin (D), Youngstown. 

OHIO BLOCK GRANT PROPOSALS 

The Joint Committee on Federal Funds began consideration of block 
grant proposals in January of 1982. Major block grant proposals have 
been initiated by three Ohio political institutions: the Executive 
Departments in charge of block ,grants, the Legislature, and the County 
CoDDDissioners Asso.ciation of Ohio. Although the Ohio Citizen's Council 
has served as an interest group lobby for the metropolitan areas in 
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human services grants, the Council has not actively introduced proposals. 
No urban coalition has been active in representing the interests of the 
major Ohio cities in the block grant process. The needs of each group 
represent radically different legislative programs as to who should 
receive block grant funds, how block grant funds should be allocated, 
and what controls should be placed on block grant funds at the local 
level by the state. 

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ASSOCIATION OF OHIO 

The County Commissioners support distribution and control of block 
grants by Boards and County Commissioners. In Block Grant News No. 7, 
published by the County Commissioners Association of Ohio, the CCAO 
stated: 

"The state: 1. Should make the. board of county com
missioners the primary recipient and local decision
making authority for allocation of block grant funds; 
and 2. Should not allocate funds directly to appointed 
agencies without prior review and approval by local 
elected officials." The-CCAO has recommended direct 
pass-through of funds to counties with little or no 
review or control on the part of the state. 

Counties are also supportive of equalization of funds on the county 
level rather than targeted or focused funding through competitive grant 
applications. The CCAO supported a proposal for Small Cities Community 
Development Block Grants including a guaranteed allocation to all 
cities and counties with a larger allocation -going to communities which 
show a greater need through a distress factor formula. 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

The Small Cities Community Development Block Grant proposal came 
from the Department of Economic and Community Development of the State 
of Ohio. DECO is supporting equalization formulas and noncompetitive 
allocations. 

THE JOINT COMMITTEE 

The Joint Committee on Federal Funds of the Legislature adopted 
an amended· DECO proposal for the Cornmunity Development Block Grant 
which changed the goal statement to stress the primary objective of 
creating a viable urban community with decent housing and suitable 
economic conditions for low and moderate income persons. 
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"The primary objective of Ohio's Community Develop
ment Block Grant Small Cities Program is the develop
ment of viable urban communities by providing decent 
housing and a suitable living environment, and ex
panding economic opportunities, principally for per
sons of low and moderate incomes. This overall ob
jective is achieved through the undertaking of 
eligible activities each of which carries out one of 
three broad national objectives set out in Section 
1O4.(b) (3) of the Community Development Act of 1974 
of benefitting low- and moderate-income families; 
aiding in the prevention or elimination of slums or 
blight; or meeting other community development needs 
having a particular urgency because existing condi
tions pose a serious and immediate threat to the 
health or welfare of the community where other fin
ancial resources are not available to meet such 
needs." 

The Joint Committee established an Evaluation Committee, consisting of 
two representatives of the County Commissioners Association of Ohio; 
two representatives of the Ohio Municipal League; Senator Ted Gray (R) 
and Representative Thomas Gilmartin (D) of the Joint Legislative Com
mittee on Federal Funds to report in Spring 1983 on the effectiveness 
of the CDBG. 

LEGISLATURE 

State legislation has been passed on the Social Services Block 
Grant and can be analyzed to measure legislative feelings on distri
bution, control, and recipients. Current law divided administration 
of funds among the Ohio Department of Public Welfare, the Department 
of Mental Health, and the Department of Mental Retardation/Develop
mental Disabilities. The Department of Public Welfare is required 
to allocate its share of funds to County Welfare Departments, and 
dis.tribution of funds is made on the basis of (1) total population; 
(2) population with income and resources below 100% of the standard 
of need of each county; and (3) the county's history and ability to 
utilize the funds. 

Legislative proposals now before the Joint Committee on Federal 
Funds from Representative Brown (R) Perrysburg, a member of the Joint 
Committee, would earmark funds for the Ohio Commission on Aging, ODPW, 
DMH, and MDR/DD but place direct administrative powers in the Ohio 
Department of Public Welfare. The Brown proposal revises the allo
cation formula for distributing funds to counties to be based on the 
number of people in the county with incomes below the poverty level 
as compared to the state, which would change the present standard 
of county need level and possibly reduce allocations to Cuyahoga 
County which has a greater need level than the state need level. 
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A Senate proposal by Senator Steven Maurer CD-Botkins) calls for allocation of funds to counties on a strictly per capita basis. These proposals show the conflicting interests between nonrnetropolitan state areas and urban areas like Cleveland when competing for block grant funds. 

URBAN AREAS 

The former city-federal relationship provided for a direct voice from the city to the federal government on the distribution of funds; however, the new state-city relationship means competition over funds by political institutions--legislative interests, executive departments, county governments, rural and urban metropolitan governments, and special purpose goverrunents--at the state level. 

The issue is one of reduced funds for allocation. Many groups now benefitting from federal programs will find themselves with fewer funds than before; with no funds at all; and competing with other groups at the state house. As yet no urban coalition in Ohio has surfaced to present its point of view on distribution, allocation, recipients, and control,to the state through the Joint Legislative Committee on Federal Funds or in the Executive Departments. 

The U~S. Conference of Mayors in "The FY82 Budget and the Cities," stated that, "Recently enacted federal budget cuts are imposing im-mense burdens on city budgets, resulting in massive layoffs, service reductions, tax increases, and postponement of needed capital investments." In Cleveland deferral of capital spending on the infrastructure was noted to be a major problem. It is estimated that $700 
million dollars would be needed to bring roads, sewers, water system, and bridges up to acceptable levels of service. 

The Conference says local governments are dependent on federal resources for financing public services and capital improvements. There is a direct local-federal relationship which has sustained local dependence on federal aid over the last two decades. The end of a program like CETA's Public Service Employment program increased financial pressures on Gleveland and other urban areas. If state and local economic growth do not produce enough tax revenue to re
place reduced federal aid then state and local government will be 
forced to raise taxes and cut services. 

Cleveland's local economic problems are more likely to be structural problems resulting from changes in economic activity and population movement rather than economic cycles, and the structural problems must be addressed in order to counter the end of federal aid. The past two decades of federal resources were aimed at countercyclical 
aid, not at underlying economic problems; their demise will mean an exposure of the persistent structural problem that must be addressed 
by local effort for future economic prosperity. 
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Fiscal Burden on the States from. the New FederalisII1 

Additional Percent Additional Percent 
annual stat• State lncreaM in annual etate State lncreaHin 

revenuea government statetaxH revenues government atatetax• 
required to tax required to required to tax required to 

maintain the collection maintain maintain the collection maintain 
43programa (1181)• programs 43program• (1981)• progralM 

State (In mUllona of S) (in milllona of S> State (In mHUona of S) (In miHtons of S) 

Alabama $219.7 $2.148 10.24CJ& • Nebraaka 88.2 804 10.95 
Alnka 72.5 2,317 3.10 Nevada 42.4 515 8.23 
Arizona 133.2 1,786 7.45 New Hampahlre 55.0 289 20.45 
Arkansas 134.5 1,189 11.27 NewJerHy 453.4 5,029 9.01 
California 1,152.4 20,505 5.62 New Mexico 82.1 1,179 6.96 
Colorado 158.4 1,448 10.79 New York 1,382.1 13,918 9.79 
Connecticut 170.4 2,072 8.20 North Carolina 315.4 3,413 9.23 
Delaware 48.3 555 8.30 North Dakota 48.7 451 10.42 
D.C. 170.4 1,131 15.07 Ohio - 583.2 § ~•1 11.10 
Florida 503.2 5,314 9.48 Okla;:_,. . .;: 14:;.o 2,232 8.50 
Geo,vla 294.4 3,020 9.74 Oregon 155.5 1,808 9.84 
Hawaii 58.1 t,088 5.33 Pennsylvania 784.5 7,597 10.08 
Idaho 57.2 537 10.eo Rhode Island 81.8 808 10.13 
llllnols 883.7 7,323 9.34 South Carolina 174.3 1,828 9.55 
Indiana 287.3 2,809 9.51 South Dakota 53.7 298 18.02 
Iowa 155.5 1,838 8.47 Tenn••• 247.7 1,958 12.85 
Kan- 118.8 1,392 8.55 Tex• 838.9 8,174 7.79 
Kentucky 222.4 2,278 9.75 Utafl 79.9 849 9.40 
Loulalllna 248.4 2,805 8.77 Vermont 42.4. 294 14.42 
Maine 95.7 874 14.74 Virginia 252.9 3,027 8.38 
Maryland 247.3 2,958 8.38 Waahlngton 219.3 3,128 7.02 
Maswhnetts 429.4 4,338 9.89 Wnt Vtrglnia 147.7 1,270 11.83 
Mlchltan 518.1 8,177 8.38 Wlsconain 249.9 3,829 8.89 
Mtnneeota 233.7 3,374 8.94 ' Wyoming 32.8 489 8.99 
Ml ...... ppl 185.8 1,397 11.88 
MINOUrt 284.8 2,143 13.30 
Montana 57.7 487 12.40 • AIIStatN S13.2 bil. 1141.74 bll. 8.81 

• State tu ftgurn are from the Cenaua Bureau, "State Government Tu Collection: 1981" (forthcoming). They do not Include non-tu state 
,.,,..,.., IUCh u highway tolla, flnea, f•• for state un.,,.,_tlee or oa"'s uee. 1nd from sales of state property. 

' 
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V. ·ISSUES FOR THE GREATER CLEVELAND AREA 

The Co~ittee has identified a number of problem areas which it 
may wish to address: 

--Current Legislative efforts to change the health 
and human services distribution formula from a 
county-based need level favoring urban areas to 
a lower state-based need level will hurt Cuyahoga 
County. 

--Considering the state's current budget deficit, the 
matchi_ng funds required by some of the Block Grants 
are likely to cause state monies to be diverted from 
other program areas. 

--The absence of fully effective coordination of local 
community efforts to ensure that the Cleveland area 
obtains its fair share of funding. 

--The existence of adequate liaison between local groups 
and the l_egislative Joint Conmittee on Federal Funding 
or the lead state agencies on Block Grants? 

--The lack of a public information program to inform the 
community of what the cutback in funding means to the 
Cleveland area. 

--Consideration of the degree to which private sec
tor funding can be expected to replace the short
fall created by cutbacks. 

--Consideration of the extent to which the state, 
county, and local taxing authorities can be ex
pected to replace funds. 

--The maintenance by the state of current matching 
funds in various programs. 
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VI. LOCAL BLOCK GRANT CONTACTS 

1. County Commissioner's Block Grant Steering Committee 

2. Federation For Community Planning 

3. Greater Cleveland Growth Association 

4. Ohio Citizen's Council Block Grant Task Force 

5. State Budget Coalition of Greater Cleveland 

6. The City of Cleveland: 

*Community Development Department 

*Office on Aging 

*Office on Budget and Management 

7. United Way Services 
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VII. APPENDIX 

"GOP Mayor speaks against Reagan's budget cuts:" An Inter
view- with Cleveland Mayor George Voinovich 

/ 



GOP mayor speaks against Reagan's budget cuts. 
' 

I• 

By MARK HOPWOOD 

No matter how sedate or outlandish their style, 
Clctveland's mayors. seem to attract national atten
tion. &member Ralph Perk~ pornogr14Phy poll or 
the days of Dennis Kucinich as L'Enfant Terrible? 

•. M•yor Voinovich, despite his reticence. pulled 
-:.Ome national notice in his first term for turning 
·•round Cleveland's fiscal fortunes. And early in his 
. aecond term. the mayor hasn't dropped out of sight. 

He made a splash in November with 1,;. opinions 
01J President Ragan• budget maneuven and his 
all for New Federalism - the shifting of many fed
·eral programs and responsibilities back to the state 
.and local governments. 
: In this Press interview. the mayor speaks strongly 
,about the budget cuts and New Federalism. He con
:siden· their effect on Cleveland~ growing unem
·pJoyment and the resolve needed to overcome a pas
: sible economic tragedy here. 
. Leading public officials remain enamored with 
Voinovich. In fact, he is one of only three mayors 

-invited to attend the National Governors Associa
tion meetin, in Washington today to discuss the 

:/leqanplan. 
Some of tbia prominence is based on Voinovich 's 

appearance of bein, a critic of the Republican presi-
• dent - a novel stance for the top big city Republi- . 
can mayor to take. To some degree, it is a calculated 
·appearance. cultivated since the presidential prima
ry days when 'VoitJOvich favored George Bush over 
Jlfa,an. 

But' lately V.oinovich has become earnestly con
cerned about the welfare of America• cities and 
their inhabitants. especially in light of Reagan s 
1983 budget proposal. He has not hesitated to voice 
his views. . 

In his comments before the governors, Voinovich 
said he will draw "a firm distinction between my 
beliefs in New Federalism and my concerns toward 

. the 1983 federal budget." 
Q: You ■ee■ to like Reagan'■ New Federalism, 

ao wlay are you 10 cri&lcal of the bud1et cuts be i• 
advocatia1? 

A: First of all. people shouldn't confuse the 1983 
_budget proposal with New 1-'ederaliam - they 
·aren't the same thing. It's not New Federalism -
it's budget cutting that we're dealing with. We 
haven't had any New Federalism to respond to, yet. 

We can't tolerate any more cut.I\ in the allotments 
for citiea or for aocial service program, in th, 1983 
budget. If we have to balance the budget then we 
should do 'it on the back of the Defense 
Department. 

It makes me sick to see how much one of those 
·Trident submarines costs when you consider what 
that money could do for all of the cities in this 
country and for the people who live in those cities. 
·you can't ~ave great national defense if you have 

hunger. poverty. unrest and unemployment in your dictions (of the president's advisors) are right and lizing dollars for programs that are absolutely ~ 
major cities - communist leaders in Central and the economy is going to take an upturn at the end of sential to this community. starting with housina. 

South America can point to the deteriorating condi- this year, you can forget about the debate over New food, shelter, and medical care. I asked for a waiver 

tion of this country's cities. (Correcting this) ought Federalism. (of federal regulations) SQ we could spend as mucti 

to be the first order in our effort to win the hearts Beaidea, if they are not able to answer the ques- of our money as possible for social services to sh°" 

aiid minds of other people. tions of critics and if they aren't able to gain 'the the aincerity of our concern about these problems itt 

On the . other hand, there is a aeparate issue of aupport of atate and local officials, the program will the community. ~ 

which level of government is most capable of pro- · never work. and the president won't have the votes Q: But wby doe■ tbe city'• lludget empbaai~ 
viding -aervicea to the citizens of the -country. How in Congreu to pass it. • tbe Planain1 and Economic Development depart• 

can we best utilize the dollars that are being poured Q: You've ,aid you are worried about there be- meat■ and not basic city 1ervice1 or sociai 

out for the local, state and federal governments? I iDI a .. ,afety .net" for tboae who could auffer un- 1enice1? : 

think this question is worthy of debate. der Rea1aa'1 proposal,. Are you 1ure it's ia A: I think one of the grave errors that this citi 

Unfortunately, the media has jumped out and place? made over the years was that when it fell upon bad 

written articlea without even paying attention to A: I said initially that I perceived holes in the tilifet, (city officials) ignored planning and econom: 

what was being proposed by the president. Before aafety net _ holes that those of us in Cleveland are ic development. This is being penny wise and po~ncf 

people take positions that are cast ir stone, they trying to mend. We can mend them locally, assum- foolish. At a time like this the most importani 

ought to at least dialogue on this question of New ing the. economic condition of the country picks up. hedge against the terrible problems for the commu,i 

Federalism. I recommended to the leadership of the Na~ional nity ia to have the tax dollars to respond to th014 

In order to have a realignment of responsibilities, Leacue of_ Cities and Congress of Mayon that what problems. 1 

there's got to be a general national consensus that we ought to be doing now is getting together the We've got more dollars but it is a question of ho◄ 

the final plan ii both fair and needed. • ideas from our major cities in terms of how they are you allocate those dollars. You might not be able t,4 

Q: Do you think the fmal plan is both fair aad responding to the cuts that have taken place in the pave as many streets as you want or to mow th! 

needed? budget. how they are responding locally to those ,grass every week. But mowing the grass every weei 

A: I have a lot of questions - about the speed of cuts. and what are they doing to help the people in versus not being able to stimulate jobs in this com, 

the change, how it will be fund"1, what.level of gov- their community survive during this period in time? munity ia a small price to pay for keeping the econt t;! 

emment should be responsibfe for administering Q: You have said Cleveland'• unemployment omy alive and well. : 

programs, will the federal government give up cer- rate la 17"· How is that problem affecting us? If the economy falls. then the taxes fall. When tht 

tain taxes and shift them back to local A: When the bread winner is out of work, that is a taxes fall, the services fall. And when the servicet 

governments? scary situation. How would you like to be one of fa)), the people move out of their neighborhoodl 

You can't undo in three or four yeara aomething thoee people out at Fisher Body who have been and the businesses move out of the community. ! 
that wu started 40 years ago. Many programs there 26 yeara and now don't know whether they are Q: So you support le11 1ocial 1ervice11pendi•• 

should operate on the state or local level, but it is going to have a job in a year or t.wo years from now? by tbe city ia favor of aiding bu1ine11? , 

going to take time for state and local governments There is no community in the country today that A: If you're not out trying ' to cause business tQ 

to develop the facilities and resources to handle is trying harder to respond to human concerns that stay in your community. through Urban Develop: 

such programs. have developed as a result of cutting ba<-k the feder- ment Action Grants, or Economic Development Ad~ 

Q: So 11 the pre■ldent'1 1983 bud1et proposal al budget. There are greater demands on city ser- ministration grants or packaging Small Busineq 

1inkia1 New Pederali1m? vices when people are not employed - fot instance, Administration loans and all the other benefits that 

. A: The federalism isaue may be confuaed with the we're aeeing a greater number of people coming are available (to convince) industry to stay in .th• 

cuts in the budget. In terms or timing, this discus- through our health centers. When you have high city or to get them to expand, then you not only loa6 

sion (of New Federalism) would have been better unemployment, you have a higher demand for po- tax dollars, but United Way contributions and con, 

seven or eight years ago. I think the drift we have lice protection, higher demands for social services, tributions to various churches - it is a ripplinf • 

followed for the past 10 years or so without the de- there are more alchoholics and there is more f amity effect. • 

bate on who ought to be delivering theae services, stress. For every job we have in the city, we take 2'11 off 

how they should be paid for. has been unhealthy for Moat of the social services are provided by (Cuya- the top that goes into the pot that is used to provide 

the country. • hoc• County), which handlea things like welfare and services to many in our community who are unablf 

As (Vermont's governor) said: "There shouid be a mental health funding. We are putting a program tQ provide tax dollars. ; 

serious discourse on New Federalism. similar to the together looking at what the county is doing. what Q: Have you ieen any evidence lha& • thl1 If 

dialogue that took place 200 yean ago prior to the the Federation for Community Planning is doing working? ~ 

ratification of the U.S. Constitution." and what United Way and others are doing. As time A: I think the fact that this town has a public. 

Q: Will we ever bave a N,w Federalism goes on in terms of the economy. a lot of agencies private partnenhip that is working. that (the town) 

di1cu11ion? are going to have to look at things a different way • has come t.ogether' that our national image haf 

A: The economic condition of the country will than they used to. changed substantially. that people in this commun~ 

have a major impact on this whole dialogue on New But I think we are progressing. The getting to- ty feel a lot different than they did three years ago 

Federalism. If we have massive · unemployment in gether and the talking about the problems of the ia a healthy sign that bodes well for the future. : 

this country - over 10% - no one is going to be community has been worthwhile, fruitful and has But in terms of what other cities are doing i• 

talking about New Federalism. They are going to be helped. terms of economic development, Cleveland loob 

worried about getting people back to work and they Q: How is the city participating in tbi1 effort? like a sick sister. Even with the increased apendinl 

aren't going to gi\'e a damn whether it is the federal, A: We have put together our Community Devel- for economic development, we are still way behin 

state or local government doing it. Unless the pre- opment Block Grant with a major emphasis on uti- other cities, 

• 
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July 22, 1987 

Mr. Richard w. Pogue, 
Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue 
901 Lakeside Road 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 

Dear Dick: 

I notice by the agenda I received toaay about the 
Julv Board of Trustees meeting that the following meet
ing is scheduled for Thursday, September 24th. Thursday, 
September 24th happens to be Rosh Hashana and I am sure 
that in respect for your Jewish members you do not want 
to schedule a meeting that morning. I hope this finds 
you in good health. 

As ever, 

DAniel Je•■my Silver 

DJS:mt 
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Wednesday, July 29, 1981 - 7:30 •·•· 
Baton Con~erenoe Center, 2,th Floor 

1GIND1 

I. APPROVAL OP Hllltt&$ OP NlY 28, 1987 Nll'i'DG 

II. BtJDGIT DD FIDRCB STlTBMIIT -- Karen N. Horn 

III. PRBSIITATIO• o• 1sr1• CCIIIUIIITI -- David Namkoong, 
Roundtable Trustee 

IV. BDCUTl1B DIBBCTOl'S BBYIEV -- One year after the 
Retreat 

V. COBSIDBlllTIO• OF SCBOLlBSIIIP-I•-BSCBOlf PBOGIWI 

VI. CCllllfiBB BBPORrS: 

• lcluoation 
• Labor/Manageaent Forma 
• H:lnority Boonoaio Developaant 
• lace Belationa 

VII. OTBIJI BUSIIIISS: 

--------

John F. Lewis 
David B. Hoag 
Alfonso P. Sanchez 
Edward F. Bell 

• Review of Executive Committee Actions 
• Update on CSU Civic Committee 
• Update on Barricades Between Cleveland and Shaker 

Heights 
• 1987 Fundraising Update 

II. IBlT BOlBD IIBl'l'I•G: Thursday, September 24, 1987 at 
7:30 a.m. in the Eaton Conference 
Center, 1111 Superior Avenue, 24th 
Floor. 

/bav 
7/13/87 
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April 7, 1988 

Rabbi Daniel J. Silver 
The Temple Branch 
26000 Shaker Boulevard 
Beac~od, OH_ 44122 

~-Dear bi Silver: 

I am pleased to inform you that you have 
been recommended for a new three-year term as a 
Trustee of the Greater Cleveland Roundtable. I 
trust and hope that you are willing to serve and, 
unless I hear from you to the contrary, we will 
plan to present your name for re-election as a 
Trustee at the Annual Meeting of the Board of 
Trustees on May 26. 

Your dedication to and support for the 
Roundtable's activities is greatly appreciated. 
Your continued involvement is truly valued. 

I look forward to seeing you on May 26. 

cc: Ralph S. Tyler, Jr. 

Sincerely, 

Richard w. Pogue 
Chairman 
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